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Washington, D. C, December 23^ 1907, 

To the SeMtte and House of RepresentcUivea: 

The Interstate Commerce Commission has the honor to submit its 
twenty -first annual report for the consideration of the Congress. 

Little more is attempted in this report than a general statement of 
the work performed by the Commission during the past year in the 
discharge of its official duties. A considerable part of the time has 
been occupied in giving administi*ative construction to various pro- 
visions of the law for the guidance' of both shippers and carriers. To 
secure the best results of legislation with the least possible delay there 
was o})vious need of a correct and uniform intei*pretation of the 
statute. Therefore, without reference to questions arising in particu- 
lar cases, and to avoid unnecessary controversy, it has seemed our 
duty to construe the law in advance wherever it appeared obscure or 
ambiguous, so that the obligations of the railroads and the rights of 
the public might be prompt!}' understood. This has resulted in numer- 
ous rulings explaining our view of the meaning and application of 
difl'ereiit sections and paragraphs of the statute. These rulings have 
in practically every instance been accepted by the carriers, even in 
cases where their legal advisers were not entirely in accord with the 
opinion of the Commission. The rulings and regulations already pro- 
mulgated will be revised and printed in a separate document. 

The benefits of this course are beyond question. The Commission 
has endeavored to adopt a workable construction of the law in all 
cases, and has as a rule announced its conclusions in matters of impor- 
tance only after conference and discussion with representative ship- 
pers and traffic officials. This is especially true with reference to 
tariff regulations, a subject which is treated at some length in a sub- 
sequent part of this report. This matter is fundamental in an\^ 
scheme of public regulation. There is scarcely a complaint or con- 
troversy which is not based upon the schedules of rates and charges 
established by the carriers.. If those schedules are clear and definite 
in their statements, there is no excuse for d\^x<i^^^vw^'<is^ss«v. "S5l '^j^sr* 
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reasons stated in each proceeding. With a single exception every order 
made by the Commission in these cases was prcMnptly complied with 
by the carrier or carriers against which it was directed. In one case 
a bill was filed to restrain the enforcement of an order, mainly on the 
ground that the C<Mmnission had no authority to make it, and a pre- 
liminary stay granted. But the motion for an injunction jpendente lite 
was denied, with the result that the order became effective and is now 
being complied with by the carrier in question. The case has not yet 
been tried in the circuit court. 

Two subjects are discussed in subsequent chapters of this report to 
which, and the recommendations made in connection therewith, special 
attention is invited. One is the matter of advances in rates, which 
the Commission is wholly without power to prevent; the other, the 
dreadful destruction of life in railway accidents, which are not now 
the subject of official investigation under Federal authority. Other 
recommendations are made in connection with various matters which 
are deemed of sufficient importance to require consideration in this 
report. 

In our last annual report mention was made of the car shortage pre- 
vailing at that time and the consequent distress in certain parts of the 
country. The inability of the (Commission to afford any effective 
relief was pointed out, and it was further stated that the Commission 
was not prepared to recommend a definite scheme of legislative action. 
While the car shortage is not at present so acute as a year ago, it still 
ej^ists in some sections, and the general question of the provision of 
adequate transportation facilities unquestionably merits serious eou- 
sidei^ation by the Congress. The whole problem, involving insuffi 
cient car and track capacity, congested terminals, slow train movement, 
and other incidents, niav be said to be due to the fact that the facilities 
of the carriers have not kept pace witli the commercial growth of the 
country. One eminent railroad president has estimated that during 
the period from 1895 to 1005 the traffic offered for carriage in the 
United States increased 110 per cent, while during the same period 
the instrumentalities for handling this traffic increased only 20 per cent. 

During the past decade the commercial condition of the country 
has been one of increasing prosperity. If business undertiikings 
proportionately increase during future years, the railroads of the 
country must add to their tracks, cars, and other facilities to an 
extent difficult to estimate. The ability of the carriers to trans 
port traffic measures the profitable production of this vast country, 
with its ninety millions of people, abundant capital, and practically 
unlimited resources. Mimifestly, it is an economic waste for the 
farm, the mine, or the factory to put labor and capital into the 
production of commodities which can not be transported to market 
with reasonable dispatch. If the present output can not in many 
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instanced be transported except after ruinous delays, it is not reason- 
able to presume that capital will readily seek investment in new -^ 
undertakings. It may conservatively be stated that the inadequacy 
of transportation facilities i^ little less than alarming; that its 
continuation may place an arbitrary limit upon the future produc- 
tivity of the land^ and that the solution of the difficult financial 
and physical problems involved is worthy the most earnest thought 
and effort of all who believe in the full development of our country 
and the largest opportunity for its people. 

AESTBAINT OF ADVANCES IN BATES PENDING PROCEEDINGS 

BEFORE THE COKICISSION. 

Under the operation of the Interstate Commerce Act the right to 
initiate interstate rates rests entirely with the railway, which may, 
by giving thirty days' notice, put into effect any rate or any regula- 
tion or practice affecting a rate which it sees fit. The Conmiission 
is not required to approve these rates and has no authority whatever 
to condemn them. It can only act upon a rate so established by 
the railway in case a formal complaint is filed attacking that rate 
and after a full hearing. This is the express provision of the statute. 

It is certainly just that carriers should not be required to reduce 
their transportation charges, nor to alter their rules or practices af- 
fecting such charges, without opportunity to be heard upon their 
part, for these charges are, in essence, the property of the railway. 
It seems therefore ordinarily a just provision to require that formal 
notice shall be given the railway, with opportunity to justify its rate, 
before a reduction is ordered. 

"Wlien, however, the carrier advances a rate or so changes a regula- 
tion or practice as to impose upon the shipping public a higher charge 
or some more onerous condition an entirely different question is pre- 
sented. Railway rates enter to a greater extent than might at first 
thought be supposed into the business operations of this country. 
The contracts of tlie coal operator, for example, run for a year, fre- 
quently for two years, and the margin of profit is such that an ad- 
vance in the transportation charge of no more than 5 or 10 cents per 
ton may convert a profitable contract into a losing one. Engage- 
ments for the sale of grain are made upon the basis of the present 
rate, and an advance of 1 cent per 100 pounds may entail a loss in the 
transaction. The lumber manufacturer may arrange for his season's 
cut upon the basis of the existing tariff, and a change may mean dis- 
aster to his business. 

The above examples are not fancied cases. They have all been 
brought to the attention of the Commission within the past year in 
such a form as to present strong growiid^ iot x^^fc\- kssceMcss^'^iSisiss. 
the advanced rate would be pexieeW^ \\x^ m>Jftfc ^\A.,\^>^«^ x^-^^^i^^ 
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less be entirely unjust to suffer it to go into effect at the time named 
by the carriers. 

In the majority of instances, perhaps, advances may properly be 
made before the reasonableness of the advanced rate has been finally 
passed upon by this Commission ; but there are also many instances 
where great injustice must result unless matters can be kept in statu 
quo while proceedings are pending to test the reasonableness of the 
advance. Where a rate has been maintained for a considerable time 
and where business interests will be seriously affected by its change it 
is no undue hardship to require the carrier to continue that rate in 
effect until the propriety of the advance can be passed upon, and to 
finally make the advance itself at such time as will work no unneces- 
sary injury. Certainly there ought to be some tribunal to which ship- 
pers can appeal, with authority, if such a course seems just, to prohibit 
the advance or the change until the general question can be con- 
sidered. 

At the present time it is not very clear whether such authority any- 
where exists. Certainly the Commission does not possess it. It can 
not itself by any order restrain the advance, nor can it, apparently, 
apply to the courts for such a restraining order unless the advance 
works such a discrimination as is forbidden by the so-called Elkins 
Act, and this is not usually true of a mere increase in the rate. In 
several instances courts of equity have interfered to prohibit advances 
pending proceedings before the Commission. In these cases an in- 
juncticJn has been issued in favor of the complainants alone, so that 
at the present time the general public is paying the advanced rate, 
while the complainants are being charged the old rate. These injunc- 
tions were granted upon the filing of a bond — $10,000 in one case and 
$250,000 in the other. It is evident that the application of any such 
practice must result in discrimination and hardship to the general 
public. 

We therefore recommend that when an advance in rates or a change 
in any regulation or practice is attacked by complaint to this Com- 
mission, the Commission shall have the power, in its discretion, after 
notice to and hearing of the parties, to prohibit the taking effect of 
the advance or change until the matter has been finally heard and 
determined. 

At all events Congress should definitely understand that we, under 
the present law, are powerless to act in reference to these advances 
except upon the filing of a formal complaint and after a full hearing 
of the case. 

DECISIONS OF THE SXJPBEME COmBtT OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Elsewhere in this report is given a resume of the decisions of vari- 
ous Federal and State courts, made during the current year, which 
^eet the interpretation or application oi t\i^ ae\, lo t^^xiV^V^ ^qvxy- 
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merce. We wish, in addition, to draw attention here to three deci- 
sions by the Supreme Court of the United States which bear with 
peculiar significance upon the work of this Commission. 

The first of these is Texas & Pacific Railway Company, v. Abilene 
Cotton Oil Company^ 204 U. S., 426. The cotton oil company had 
transported cotton seed from certain points in the State of Louisiana 
to its factory at Abilene, Tex. It claimed that the charges made by 
the railway company for this service were exorbitant and brought 
suit in the State court to recover the excess of those charges above a 
reasonable rate. The jury found that the charges were excessive. 

The rates under which the cotton seed moved had been duly filed 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission and were the lawful rates 
applicable to the movement of that commodity. The railway com- 
pany contended that the reasonableness of these rates could not be 
contested in court, certainly not in the State court. The trial court 
sustained the position of the railway company, but the Texas court 
of final resort reversed that holding and gave judgment for the 
plaintiff upon the verdict of the jury. 

The Supreme Court of the United States set aside this judgment. 
At common law railways were obliged to accord reasonable rates for 
services rendered and suit could be maintained to recover the excess if 
an unreasonable rate was charged. The eighth and ninth sections of 
the act to regulate commerce provide that a party damaged by a 
violation of any provision of that act may either bring suit in the 
proper circuit court for the recovery of damages or may present his 
claim to the Commission. The charging of an unreasonable rate is 
a violation of the act, and it had been generally understood that a 
shipper might either maintain his suit at law or present his claim to 
the Commission. The court held, however, that the only remedy 
against the payment of an unreasonable interstate rate was by appli- 
cation in the first instance to the Commission. No suit at law could 
be brought until the Commission had acted. * 

The same reasoning upon which this decision rests would lead, ap- 
parently, to the further conclusion that in every case where the Com- 
mission is invested with authority to determine whether a rate, regu- 
lation, or practice is in voilation of law, any claim for damages 
arising out of such violation or any proceeding to permanently cor- 
rect such violation or obtain damages therefor must be instituted 
before the Commission. The court can only act by reviewing in some 
form the conclusion which the Commission has first reached. 

The court did not suggest in the Abilene case the extent to which it 
would revise the findings and conclusions reached by the Commission, 
but some intimation upon this point is afforded by the later case, 
Illinois Centi'al Railroad Company et ah v. /ii^crstate C otwrrtv^Tc^ ^ o-uv.- 
missiony 20G U. S., 441. 
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Carriers kading from southern mills to tlie Ohio River had ad- 
vanced their rates on yellow pine lumber 2 cents per 100 pounds, and 
this advance had been condemned by the Commission, which had 
ordered carriers to cease and desist from charging the advanced rates. 
Suit having been brought by the Commission to enforce this order, 
the court below decreed in favor of the complainant, and this decree 
was affirmed by the circuit court of appeals. In the Supreme Court, 
counsel for the railways asked the court to lay down certain rules of 
transportation law by which the reasonableness of rates might be de- 
termined. This the court declined to do, stating that while the 
determination of a reasonable rate might frequently involve the 
application of legal principles and that, in such event, the court would 
pass upon the correctness of the principle, still, as a general proposi- 
tion, the reasonableness of rates was largely a question of fact, which 
must be passed upon, in the first instance, by the Commission, whose 
findings of fact would not be lightly disturbed. The court, at page 
454, used this language : 

♦ * * And the findings of the Commission are made by law prima facie 
trua This court has ascribed to them the strength due to the judgments of a 
tribunal appointed by law and informed by experience. (LouisvUle d Nashville 
Railroad Co. v. Behlmer, 175 U. S., 648 ; East Tenn., etc., Railroad Co. v. Intor- 
state Commerce Commission, 181 U. S., 1, 27.) And in any special case of con- 
flicting evidence a probative force must be attributed to the findings of the 
Commission, which, in addition to " knowledge of conditions, of environment, 
and of transportation relations," has had the witnesses before it and has been 
able to judge of them and their manner of testifying. 

It also cited with approval the following words from its opinion 
in Cincinnati^ Uamilton & Dayton Railway Company v. Interstate 
Commerce Commission^ 206 U. S., 142 : 

♦ ♦ * The statute gives prima facie effect to the findings of the Com- 
mission, and when those findings are concurred In by the Circuit Court we 
think that they should not be interfered with, unless the record establishes 
that clear and unmistakable error has been committed. 

Upon tliis same point, as applied to the actual work of the Com- 
mission, the case Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company v. North 
Carolina Corporation Commission^ 206 U. S^ 1, is instruative. 

The North Carolina commission had ordered the Atlantic Coast 
Line Railroad to put on an additional passenger train for the pur- 
pose of making with the Southern Railway a connection which the 
public interest required. The railroad declined to obey, and ap- 
pealed to the State court, as it might under the statute of North Caro- 
lina, for a review of that order. 

Upon a trial by jury, in accordance with the law of that State, 

a special verdict was rendered to the effect that the public interest 

required the putting on of the additional train ; that the expense of 

operating It would be $40 per day and that the r^ieipts would be $25 
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per day. The trial court upon this verdict gave judgment for the 
railway, but this was reversed by the supreme court of North Caro- 
lina, which decreed an enforcement of the order of the commission. 

Upon error to the Supreme Court of the United States the decree 
of the supreme court of the State was affirmed. It was confidently 
insisted that inasmuch as the cost of operating the train was more 
than the receipts to be derived from this source, here was a clear 
taking of property without due process of law, and that, therefore, 
the order of the commission in question was in violation of the 
fourteenth amendment. 

The court distinguished between a single rate and a schedule of 
rates J between a single train and an entire passenger service. It 
held that while the State must allow to this railroad company a 
reasonable return for the entire service rendered by it, it did not, as 
a matter of law, follow that the State might not in the public inter- 
est require that railroad to render a particular service for less than 
the actual cost It decided, in substance, that an order of this kind, 
made with respect to a single rate or a single practice, would not be 
obnoxious to the due process clause or the equal protection clause of 
the fourteenth amendment, unless it was so- arbitrary and unreason- 
able as not to be within the fair limit of legitimate regulation. 

This, when considered in connection with the language of the oourt 
in the Illinois Central case above referred to, indicates that a decision 
of the Commission upon a question of fact which involves no miscon- 
ception or misapplication of law, and which is regularly made, will 
seldom be disturbed unless it is manifestly wrong. 

Another point of considerable general interest "was passed upon 
by the court in Illinois Central Railroad Company v. Interstate Com- 
merce Commission^ supra. The Commission had frequently held that 
railways might not tax the public through the medium of their rates 
both for the betterment of their properties and for dividends to their 
stockholders, and this holding was repeated in the above case. The 
defendants confidently insisted that this was error upon the part of 
the Commission, relying upon Union Pacific Railroad Company v. 
United States^ 99 U. S., 402, in which the Supreme Court liad (hjdart^d 
that in determining net revenues for the purposes under discussion in 
that case, improvements to the property might properly be charged 
against gross revenues. The court in the Illinois Central case dis- 
cussed the Union Pacific case, showing that it had no application to 
the question as presented, and expressly decided that improvements 
which added to the permanent value of the property, which had 
presumably increased the earning power of the property, which were 
not to be used for a single year, but for many years, should, as be- 
tween the public and the railway, in estimating a reasonable, tewas*- 
portation charge, be made out oi net meotcvfc ^xA \v.qK> ^\i^ ^^ <8»x«x5^sg»» 



V 

14 BEPORT OP THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. 

In other words, that a railroad company has no right to put its earn- 
ings into betterments and at the same time pay its stockholders a 
dividend, provided the dividend and the amount invested in improve- 
ments would together exceed a reasonable return upon the value of 
the property. 

BATE SCHEDULES AND APPLICATION OF BATEa 

Definiteness, clearness, and simplicity in stating transportation 
charges, uniformity in applying the rates so stated, and stable con- 
ditions are ends aimed at in the law and sought by the Commission in 
administering it 

Prior to the enactment of the amended law the time of notice of 
changes in rates required by the act was too short to give stability to 
conditions of transportation, even if the terms of the law had been 
carefully observed. Tariffs were issued upon statutory notice and 
upon no notice at all. Opportunities to get business were met by 
issuing a tariff "expiring with this shipment;" by quotation of ratc^ 
found in some other carrier's tariffs and applicable via another route; 
by quotation of rates not found in any tariff; by forwarding under 
regular tariff rates and refunding an agreed-upon portion thereof and 
by forwarding under regular tariff rates and agreeing to "protect" 
any rate of any competing carrier. Some carriers openly published 
declarations of which the following is a sample : 

** Tariflfs published by connecting lines to competitive points on this road, or 
to points beyond, which do not road in conijection with this road^ will be pro- 
tected by this road, if the rates in such tariff are less than those published by 
originating line in oonnection with this road." 

As a necessary outcome of such practices the official files of tariffs 
were very voluminous and contained an endless number of contra- 
dictions and conflicts. To bring order out of this condition and at 
the same time have all the carriers conducting transportation to the 
utmost extent of their overtaxed facilities was an important, a deli- 
cate, and a large undertaking. 

This work was approached by the formation, after exhaustive con- 
ferences with traffic officials of carriers, of a code of regulations gov- 
erning the construction of tariffs, which was promulgated to become 
effective IMay 1, 1907, and June 1, 1907, as to freight and passenger 
tariffs, respectively. 

This code has been supplemented from time to time, as occasion 
demanded, by administrative rulings of the Commission, by which 
many misunderstandings and differences of opinion have been har- 
monized. It is pleasing to note that such rulings have, very gener- 
ally, been cheerfully accepted by carriers and shippers. 

As an aid to elimination of the objectionable, contradictory, and 
conflicting features which were contained in the tariffs that were on 
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file and in use when the amended act became effective, and for the 
purpose of permitting carriers to promptly adjust interstate rates in 
harmony with intrastate rates that were changed by State authori- 
ties, the Commission has exercised its discretion to permit changes in 
rates and schedules on less than statutory notice more freely than it 
would under different conditions. 

Many of the features that have been eliminated affected the inter- 
ests of so many shippers and localities that considerable time was 
necessarily consumed in arranging for and providing superseding 
rates and regulations which would not work severe or irreparable 
injury to imiocent parties. Much has been done along this line, much 
is now being done, and much remains to be done. The task is by no 
means hopeless and, now that a good foundation is laid for it, more 
progress will be apparent on the surface in the future. In this work 
the Commission has insisted upon all of the progress that was possi- 
ble within the limits of the ability of the carriers' tariff and rate 
forces and the capacity of the available printing facilities. In the 
twelve months ended November 80, 1907, there were filed with the 
Commission 220,982 tariff publications, all containing changes in 
rates and rules governing transportation, and about 400,000 notices of 
concurrence in tariffs. 

Under former practices, adopted and followed by the carriers, no 
provision was made for definite concurrence by a carrier in tariffs 
issued by another carrier. The general, if not universal, understand- 
ing was that a carrier accepted any rates published by another carrier 
if it did not file specific notice of nonconcurrence therein. This 
liability was not, however, always accepted, and numerous complica- 
tions and controversies arose from a carrier denying responsibility 
imder a tariff on the ground that it had not specifically concurred 
therein. The tariff regulations adopted by the Commission require 
affirmative, definite concurrence from a carrier before it may be 
named as a party to a joint tariff. 

Much traffic is moved under joint tariffs, participated in by many 
carriers, and issued by joint agent, who acts under powers of attorney 
given by his several principals. This plan commends itself strongly. 
It operates to reduce the number of tariff publications and assists 
greatly in avoiding conflict between tariffs of a given carrier in two 
or more of which conflicting rates upon the same commodity, between 
the same points and at the same time are, under old practices, not 
infrequently found. 

The unrestrained and run-mad competition which has been re- 
sorted to in the past has resulted in the establishment of some con- 
ditions, privileges, contracts, and allowances in connection with the 
furnishing of transportation by carriers, which created^ <vt ^\>^s&^ 
contain the elements of, the discxYami*8Al\oT^ ^^KyficL^^X^:^ ^-rsoS^ssksss.* 
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Many of these are of long standing, are far-reaching in their effects, 
and involve some fine questions of law. The requirement that every 
privilege or charge in connection with the transportation .offered by 
a carrier shall be plainly stated in a duly published, ^ed, and posted 
tariff will, no doubt, eliminate the discriminatory practices, except 
such as may be the subject of litigation before this Commission or in 
the courts. 

POSTING TARIFFS AT STATIONS. 

The comprehensive terms of the act with regard to the posting of 
rate schedules at stations of carriers were apparently intended to 
serve the double purpose of thus affording shippers and patrons 
opportunity to ascertain for themselves the lawful charges for the 
service sought by or rendered to them, and of also guarding against 
the adoption or use of tariff rates or rules without giving full public 
notice thereof. The clear purpose of the law is that every person 
may have reasonable opportunity to gain through proper effort on 
his part full knowledge as to the rates published and charged by 
carriers. 

In order that practicable and useful regulations and practices 
might be established authority was vested m the Commission to 
modify the terms of the act in this particular. One of the more 
important carriers has at this time as many as 15,700 tariffs in force, 
inching those in which it has concurred! Less' important carriers' 
have correspondingly large numbers of tariffs. Manifestly a double 
file, or even a single file, of all of a carrier's tariffs (including 
those issued by others and in which it concurs) at each station and 
office would be utterly useless and confusing to the average seeker 
for information therefrom. Such a requirement would involve great 
expense for printing and extra employees with no corresponding good 
or benefit to either public or carriers ; would have a tendency to re- 
duce the number of joint tariffs and thus deprive shippers and trav- 
elers of many advantages of through routes now enjoyed and would 
necessitate the employment of men to stand constant guard over the 
tariffs if they were to be kept complete and in perfect order. The 
Commission has pursued investigation of this subject and has held 
public hearing thereon. The testimony of thousands of station agents 
is that it is but rarely (once or twice a year) that any person requests 
permission to see a tariff. This is no doubt largely accounted for by 
the fact that carriers generally furnish tariffs liberally to interested 
and regular shippers. Thousands of shippers have joined in requests 
upon the Commission to modify the provisions of the act and to not 
require the posting of a mass of tariffs that would be less useful than 
the old practices. 

It is customary for patrons to ask the station or ticket agent for 
'aArmation as to rates and privileges in coim^ctioTi \3ci!etc^Sflci^ ^xA 
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it is only proper that the employees should be well informed, have 
at hand for reference such publications as there is probability of 
their needing, and that they should give, courteously and willingly, 
any such information desired by any person. No seeker after such 
information should be required or requested to give any reason why 
it is sought. 

There is apparent need at every station for full information as to 
rates from that station, and all of the tariffs that contain such rates 
should be there. The instances in which rates to a station are de- 
sired are principally confined to shippers who are furnished tariffs 
in which they are interested. The needs of others in this regard 
would seem to be provided for in the requirement as to the index of 
tariffs, which is included in the accompanying proposed order of the 

Commission. 

It is believed that a file of tariffs in the care and custody of an 

agent, who will keep them in order and who will promptly furnish 

information therefrom and cheerfully give any assistance desired in 

referring thereto, will be of more real and practical use and benefit to 

the public than in any other form. 

Therefore, in the expectation and belief that cordial cooperation 

of carriers will be had in carrying out the full spirit of the order, and 

subject to revocation or change by the Conmiission at any time, the 

Commission proposes to issue the following order, which is believed 

to be within the Commission's authority under section 6 of the act. 

That by ylrtne of the proYlsionB of section 6 of the act to r^nilate commerce 
the requirements with respect to posting rate schedules at stations and offices 
be, and the same are hereby, modified as f oUows : 

Every carrier subject to the provisions of the act (excepting those to which 
special and specific modifications have heretofore been granted) shall place In 
the hands and custody of Its agent or other representative at every station, 
warehouse, or office at which passengers or freight are received for transpor- 
tation, and at which a station agent or a freight agent or a ticket agent Is 
employed, aU of the rate schedules which contain rates applying from that 
station, or terminal or other charges applicable at that station, Including the 
schedules issued by that carrier or by Its authorized agent and those In which 
it has concurred. Such agent or representative shaU also be provided with aU 
changes In, cancellations of, additions to, and reissues of such publications In 
ample time to thus give to the public. In every case, the thirty days' notice 
required by the act 

Such agent or representative shall be provided with facilities for keeping such 
file of schedules In ready-reference order and will be required to keep said files 
In complete and readily accessible form. He shaU also be Instructed and re- 
quired to give any Information contained in such schedules, to lend assistance 
to seekers for information therefrom, and to accord Inquirers opportunity to 
examine any of said schedules, without requiring or requesting the Inquirer to 
assign any reason for his desire, and with aU the promptness possible and con- 
sistent with proper performance of the other duties devolving upon such 
employees. 
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Each of such carriers shall also provide and each of such agents or represent- 
atiyes shall ^Iso keep on file a copy of the current I. O. O. issue of complete 
index of the tariffs of that carrier. 

Each of such carriers shall also provide, either iu its index or indices of 
tariffs (provided for in Rules 11 and 31, of Commission's tariff regulations. 
Tariff Circular 14-A) or in separate publication or publications which will be 
kept up-to-date, be given I. C. C. numbers and be filed with the Commission, an 
index or indices of the tariffs that are to be found in the files at each of its 
several stations or offices. Such index shall be kept on file and be open to 
inspection at each station or office as hereinbefore provided. Such indices may 
be arranged under a system of station numbers and alphabetical list of 
stations. 

Each of such carriers shall require its traveling auditors to check up each sta- 
tion's or office's file of tariffs, unless it employs one or more traveling tariff 
inspectors who will make such inspections and checks. 

Each of such carriers shall also provide at at least one point on its line a com- 
plete file of all the tariffs which it issues or participates in, together with com- 
plete index thereof, which file will be in charge of an employee of the carrier 
who will give desired information with relation to the tariffs and desired 
assistance to those who may wish to consult such tariff file. This file of tariffs 
shall be open and accessible to the public during ordinary business hours and 
on business days. 

Each of such carriers shall also provide and cause to be posted and kept 
posted in two conspicuous places in every station, waiting room, warehouse, or 
office at which schedules are so placed in custody of agent or other represen- 
tative notices printed in large type and reading as follows : 

"A complete public file of this company's tariffs is located at , in the 

city of . The rate schedules aplying from or at this station and index 

of this company's tariffs are on file in this office and may be inspected by any 
person upon application and without the assignment of any reason for such 
desire. 

"The agent or other employee on duty in the office will lend any assistance 
desired in securing information from or in interpreting such schedules." 

At exclusive freight stations or warehouses and at exclusive passenger sta- 
tions or offices carriers may, under this order, place and keep on file only the 
freight or passenger schedules, respectively, and in such cases the posted notices 
may be varied to read "The freight (or passenger) rate schedules applying 
from or at (or from) this station and index of this company's freight (or pas- 
senger) tariffs are on file in this office, etc." 

Full compliance with this order is required in every instance not later than 



UNIFOBM BILLS OF LADING. 

A very important proceeding is pending before the Commission 
which is expected to lead to the adoption by the railroads of the 
coimtry, upon the recommendation of the Commission, of a uniform 
bill of lading. This proceeding was originally instituted in Novem- 
ber, 1904, upon petitions of the Illinois Manufacturers' Association 
and other trade and commercial organizations in Official Classifica- 
tion territory, complaining of the proposed enforcement by the car- 
riers in that territory of certain changes in the so-called uniform 
All/ of Jading then generally used. After hearing, the Commission 
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suggested the appointment by the carriers and shippers represented 
of a joint committee to devise a suitable form of bill of lading and 
report the same to the Commission. Such a joint committee was 
appointed and, after numerous conferences at which the matters in 
question were given careful consideration, reported to the Commis- 
sion, on June 14, 1907, a proposed uniform bill of lading. The 
petitioners and substantially all carriers in Official Classification ter- 
ritory having agreed upon and consented to ^e bill of lading form 
so submitted, the proceeding was thereupon enlarged to include car- 
riers and shippers throughout the United States by an order calling 
upon all carriers subject to the act to show cause why the proposed 
form for bill of lading should not be approved and prescribed by the 
Commission as a just and reasonable regulation or practice to be 
observed by them in the future. In accordance with the Commis- 
sion's order, objections to the proposed uniform bill of lading were 
presented to the Commission at a public hearing held on October 16, 
1907. The entire record in this proceeding is now under considera- 
tion by the Commission, and a report in connection therewith will 
be made at the earliest practicable date. It is believed that carriers 
generally will adopt and put into use the bill of lading recommended 
by the Commission and that much practical benefit will thereby result 
to the shipping interests of the country. 

XTNIFOBM OliASSrFIOATIOK. 

In the eleventh annual report of the Commission, the matter of 
uniform classification was treated at considerable length, and it 
was stated that a single classification was regarded as essential to 
insure compliance with the law and to promote greater economy in 
the administration and conduct of transportation. The view was 
also expressed that it was of interest and value to the carriers them- 
selves. 

It was further pointed out that the present diversity due to the 
various classifications results in many discriminations and losses, 
and that there is no single step that could be taken by the carriers 
which would go so far to insure the establishment of stable rates as 
the adoption of a single and comparatively fixed classification. 

The situation as disclosed in the report referred to, of the lack of 
progress that had been made by the carriers in this connection in 
the preceding years, led the Commission to suggest that it be author- 
ized and required to prepare such a classification, and to indorse the 
action which was proposed by a bill then p^ding in the Senate. 

In reaching these conclusions the Commission was not unmindful 
of the work involved in making uniform the then existing Classifi- 
cations, and took occasion to say ; " To ^sXaScJ^J^^ \}w^^t^<i^^'5^ ^ca.^ ^s^ 
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some extent arbitrary classes, whether they number six or twenty- 
five, and to thereby provide rates for all articles which yield the 
necessary revenues for the carriers, do full justice to local interests 
and the whole coimtry and satisfy the reasonable demands of ship- 
pers everywhere, is a task of great magnitude and presents many 
obvious and serious difficulties; * * * in the nature of the case 
there must be concessions and compromises, for it would be too much 
to expect that such a change in transportation methods could be ef- 
fected without some friction and some losses." It was also stated that 
"it is evident the carriers themselves, by mutual concessions and 
through voluntary and harmonious action, can accomplish this re- 
form with much less loss, embarrassment, and friction than will pre- 
sumably result if Congress or some delegated tribunal establishes a 
classification for them." 

The foregoing briefly sets forth the views of the Commission as to 
the desirability of a uniform freight classification; it also indicates 
the extent of the undertaking as well as the further view repeatedly 
expressed that the task is one which should be primarily left to the 
carriers to work out. 

The Conmiission notes with distinct interest and satisfaction that 
definite steps have been taken by the carriers in different sections of 
the comitry, now operating under the three principal freight classi- 
fications, to establish a standard classification which shall take the 
place of the existing separate classifications. As the Commission is 
advised this work is now well in hand, the carriers from the different 
classification territories having assigned persons especially qualified 
for the work as their representatives on a conmiittee which has been 
organized embracing the combined interests. A committee of execu- 
tive officers of the same interests has also been formed, which will 
exercise supervision of the work to be performed by the committee 
first named. 

From the foregoing movement, as well as from other information 
which has reached the Commission, it is quite evident that the carriers 
are impressed with the desirability of harmonizing the conflicting 
features of the existing classifications, for the convenience of the 
public as well as to bring about uniformity in the provisions of a 
classification, which are essentially direct factors in the charges for 
transportation, as also the stability in the latter which will necessarily 
follow under these arrangements ; and it may be said that, under the 
organization which has now been perfected by the carriers, material 
progress may be expected in connection with this important matter. 
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INVESTIGATIOK OF EXFBESS COMPANIES. 

On March 2, 1907, the Senate adopted a resolution directing the 
Commission to inquire, investigate, and report to the Senate whether 
certain express companies are engaged through their local or other 
agents in the business of buying, selling, or handling on consignment 
fruits, vegetables, and oysters entering into interstate commerce. In 
response thereto the Commission entered upon such an investigation 
and hearings have been had in the matter at Omaha, Nebr., Kansas 
City, Mo., and Chicago, 111. On January 9, 1908, a further hearing 
will be held at Dallas, Tex. A report upon the facts will be made to 
the Senate at the earliest practicable date after the conclusion of the 
investigation. 

THE COAL AND OIL INVESTIGATION. 

Under date of January 25, 1907, the Commission transmitted to the 
Congress a partial report of its investigation of the subject of i^ailroad 
discriminations and monopolies in the transportation of coal and oil, 
under the joint resolution approved March 7, 1906, and that report 
was published and somewhat widely distributed. Further reports upon 
this subject will be made as the investigation in different parts of the 
country is concluded. The matter is referred to in this report for the 
purpose of calling attention to and renewing the recommendations then 
made, which were as follows: 

First. That every common carrier engaged in interstate transporta- 
tion of coal be required to make public the system of car distribution 
in effect upon its railway and the several divisions thereof, showing 
how the equipment for coal service is divided between the several 
divisions of its road and how the same, in times when the supply of 
equipment does not equal the demand, is divided among the several 
mining operations along such road, and that the carrier further be 
required to publish at stated periods, and at each divisional headquar- 
ters upon its line of road, the system of car distribution in effect and 
the actual distribution made to each mining operation under such 
system. 

Second. That where the capacity of the mines is the basis for the 
distribution of equipment, a fair, just, and equitable rating of the 
mines be required, and that provision be made for the representation 
of owners of the mines at the rating thereof. 

Third. That after reasonable time carriers engaged in interstate 
commerce be prohibited from using ''individual" or "private cars" 
for the handling of coal traffic; and further, that when a carrier is 
unable to furnish all the cars required by all the shippers upon its 
line, all cars in service on the road, excepting individual or privately 
owned cars until their use is probibited^\)^ V.v^^Xfc^^^'viwb^'Ci^sj^^'H^^ 
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the company and subject to distribution according to the system or 
plan in effect at that time. 

Fourth. That carriers engaged in interstate commerce be forbidden 
after reasonable time to own or have any interest, directly or indi- 
rectly, in any operated coal properties, except such as are exclusively 
for their own fuel supply, and that ownership, either directly or indi- 
rectly, by officers or employees of common carriers of any coal prop- 
erties or any of the stock of coal companies along the line of road by 
which they are employed be forbidden. 

THE UNION PAOIFIO INVESTIGATION. 

In a proceeding entitled ''In the matter of Consolidations and Com- 
binations of Carriers, Relations between such Carriers, and Commu- 
nity of Interests therein, their Rates, Facilities and Practices," the 
Commission conducted an investigation of certain transactions of the 
Union Pacific Railroad Company, including the acquisition of control 
of the Southern Pacific Company, the purchase of large amounts of 
stock of various railroad companies, and other matters of kindred 
import, and made a report thereon in July last which was published 
and distributed as are other reports of the Commission. The facts 
disclosed by the investigation may be summarized as follows: 

The effect of the control of the Southern Pacific by the Union' 
Pacific has been to imify and amalgamate the management of these 
two railway companies and their steamship lines, and to substan- 
tially eliminate competition between them in transcontinental busi- 
ness and in business to and from oriental ports. 

The Union Pacific, as has been shown, controls the San Pedro, Los 
Angeles & Salt Lake Railroad, the stock of which is deposited in the 
hands of a trustee. This line was originally intended as an inde- 
pendent road, extending from Salt Lake, where it connects with the 
Union Pacific and with the Denver & Rio Grande, to Los Angeles 
and San Pedro, Cal. There is therefore no competition between this 
line and the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific. 

It appears that the Union Pacific also owns $10,000,000, par value, 
of the stock of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company, 
and about $30,000,000 more is owned by individuals connected with 
the Union Pacific, making $40,000,000, or substantially 17 per cent 
of the entire capital stock of the Santa Fe Company. Who owns 
this stock, outside of the $10,000,000, Mr. Harriman declines to state. 
Two directors of the Union Pacific are also directors of the Santa Fe 
Company, and there is now a division of the oriental traffic by the 
Pacific Mail Steamship Company between the Union Pacific and the 
Santa Fe systems. It appears that there has also been a division of 
the fruit traffic between certain Califomia territory and the East, 
^^cli taking a certain percentage, and that hotVXi ol ^«si^«si<;:^&K:^^ 
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the Union Pacific and the Santa Fe have joined and amalgamated 
their interests in the Northwestern Pacific Raiboad, and that a joint 
control has been inaugurated similar to that of the Alton, 

Prior to the acquisition of the Southern Pacific by the Union 
Pacific, the Denver & Rio Grande system, extending from Denver, 
where it connects with various fines to the East, to Salt Lake and 
Ogden, was given equal f aciUties over the Central Pacific, and thereby 
practically formed another transcontinental line. Since the amalga- 
mation of the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific and the con- 
struction of the San Pedro road this line has been denied equal 
f aciUties in the receipt and transportation of freight over the Central 
Pacific and San Pedro lines. Its budness, therefore, has decreased, 
and its abiUty to compete with the Union Pacific and Southern 
Pacific has been impaired. On this accoimt the Gould lines are 
aiding the construction of another line from Ogden to San Francisco. 

The joint control of the Alton Railway by the Union Pacific and 
the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company has imdoubt- 
edly eUminated competition between the Alton and the Rock Island 
between Chicago, St. Louis, and Kansas City. 

If the poUcy of purchasing and controlling stocks in competing 
lines is permitted to continue, it must mean suppression of com- 
petition. In concluding that report the Commission made the fol- 
lowing recommendations, which are now renewed, namely: 

(1) The function of a railroad corporation should be confined to the 
furnishing of transportation. Railroads should not be permitted to 
invest generally in the stocks, bonds, and securities of other rail- 
way and of steamship companies, except connecting lines, for the 
purpose of forming through routes of transportation, including 
branches and feeders. It is in the interest of the public to facili- 
tate the consolidation of connecting lines. The credit of a railway 
company is founded upon the resources and prosperity of the coun- 
try through which it runs. Its surplus funds and credit should be 
used for the betterment of its lines and in extensions and branches 
to develop the country contiguous to it. The testimony taken upon 
this hearing shows that about 50,000 square miles of territory in the 
State of Oregon, surrounded by the lines of the Oregon Short Line 
Railroad Company, the Oregon Railroad & Navigation Company, 
and the Southern Pacific Company, is not developed; while the funds 
of those companies which could be used for that purpose are being 
invested in stocks like the New York Central and other lines having 
only a remote relation to the territory in which the Union Pacific 
system is located. 

Railroad securities should be safe and conservative investments for 
the people. To this end the risks of the railroads abioxsli V^fe^^^^s^^R^^ 
to a minimum. Everyone knoviB t\v«A» tc\^^^ ^^^^^^s^^^ *^s»s5^2sis^^ 
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more or less, according to the prosperity of the times, and also by 
reason of the wide speculation in such securities. It therefore adds 
an element of hazard to a railroad's capital and credit to have its 
funds invested in the stocks of other companies, thereby endangering 
its solvency and its ability to pay reasonable dividends upon its own 
capital stock. It is a serious menace to the financial condition of 
the country to have large railway systems fail to meet their obliga- 
tions or go into the hands of receivers, and the object of legislation 
and administration should be to lessen the rivsks of railway invest- 
ments. 

(2) It is contrary to public policy, as well as unlawful, for rail- 
ways to acquire control of parallel and competing lines. This policy 
is expressed in the Federal laws and in the constitutions and laws 
of nearly every State in the Union. We have examined the consti- 
tutions and laws of all the States, and find in about forty of them 
prohibitions against consolidation of capital stock or fninchises of 
competing railways, or the purchase and acquisition by a railway of 
competing lines. Competition between railways as well as between 
other industries is the established policy of the nation. And while 
the acquisition of a small minority of the stock of a competing line 
might not decrease the competition, yet the acquisition of any con- 
siderable amount of stock, with representation on the board of direct- 
ors of such railway, unquestionably has the effect of diminishing 
competition and lessening to that extent its effectiveness. So long 
as it is the policy of the General Government and of the States to 
maintain competition between naturally competing lines, the owner- 
ship of any stock by one railway in a competing railway should not 
be permitted, and such lines of railway should be prohibited from 
having any common directors or oflScers. 

(3) The time has come when some reasonable regulation should be 
imposed upon the issuance of securities by railways engaged in inter- 
state commerce. We are aware that in the construction of new lines 
of railway, developing new territory, it has been necessary in many 
instances to sell railway securities at large discount, and to sell bonds 
with stock bonuses, and even in such cases it lias many times been 
difficult to raise the necessaiy capital. Men will not invest their 
money and take the risk for small rates of interest. 

But this principle does not apply to old established railway sys- 
tems having good credit. Such railways should be prevented from 
inflating their securities for merely speculative purposes. Railroads 
should be encouraged to extend their systems and develop the country. 
It is of the utmost importance, also, that railway securities should be 
safe and conservative investments for the public, and should yield 
good and ample return for the money invested. Reasonable regula- 
tioa will tend to m&ke them safer and more aecwr^ iTwestovents^ and 
^bereby beaeBt not only the railway companies \>ut \)i^ \>\}MWe,. 
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DEOISIOKS OF THE COMMISSION. 

The principal rulings of the Commission during the past year, as 
set forth in its reports and opinions in contested cases, are sum- 
marized and indexed in Appendix B to this report. In addition, a 
separate and more extended statement of the decisions rendered in 
formal proceedings since our last annual report will be foimd below. 

FREE PASSES AND FREE TRANSPORTATION. 

On November 9, 1906, the Commission heard arguments of counsel 
for the Western Union and Postal Telegraph companies in support 
of their petition for a modification of the rulings of the Conmiission 
in regard to payment for transportation and issuance and use of free 
passes so far as they might control or govern certain contracts there- 
tofore entered into between the petitioning telegraph companies and 
certain railroad companies, imder which, and in consideration of 
the free telegraph service accorded by the petitioners over wires oflf 
the lines of the respective contracting railroad companies, the latter 
agreed to furnish free or reduced-rate transportation to such tele- 
graph companies for the men, material, and supplies necessary in con- 
nection with the construction, operation, and maintenance of such 
telegraph lines off the Unes of the respective contracting carriers and 
upon the rights of way of other carriers. Counsel for several railroad 
companies were also heard in support of the petition of the telegraph 
companies. 

Contracts between telegraph companies and carriers for the 
maintenance of telegraph lines on the rights of way of raikoads 
are sui generis and imlike any other contracts with carriers that 
have come to its attention. So far as the Commission could see, 
the full performance of such contracts by the carriers with whom 
they are made would not affect any public or private interest 
adversely. Nevertheless, the Commission knows of no provision 
of law now in force that vests it with any authority, or any clause 
in the law that affords it a reasonable ground, to differentiate ''off 
the line" service by carriers for telegraph companies from the tran^- 
portation of merchandise or any other form of property for private 
shippers. The mere fact that carriers, as a means of securing traffic, 
making arrangements with shippers, tracing their freight cars on the 
rails of other carriers, communicating with their agents in distant 
localities, frequently find it convenient to telegraph beyond their 
own right of way and are allowed by the telegraph companies to 
do so free or at reduced telegraph rates, does not make it lawful for 
a railroad company to grant to a telegraph company free or reduced- 
rate carriage for its officers, men, materials^ or swjj^U^'^ ^^'^vksis^^sst 
use in a telegraph service on t\i^ "cvcEjaXi o\ ^«5 <A <5^«t ^^kc^'s^* 
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The Commission held that such contracts with telegraph com* 
panics may lawfully be entered into by a railroad or by a group of 
separately incorporated roads generally recognized as a "railway 
system; " and that, in consideration of the construction, maintenance^ 
and operation of a telegraph line upon the right of way of such road 
or system of roads, which telegraph line such road or system would 
otherwise be compelled as an operating necessity to construct and 
maintain for itself, a carrier may accord to such telegraph company 
free or reduced rate transportation for such officers, men, materials, 
and suppUes of such telegraph company as are required and necessary 
in connection with the construction, maintenance, and operation of 
such telegraph lines upon such carrier's own right of way or the 
right of way of such system of roads. 

But the Commission also held that so much of any such contract 
between a telegraph company and a carrier as stipulates or contem- 
plates that such carrier will furnish free or reduced rate carriage 
and transportation to the officials, employees, laborers, materials, 
or supplies of such telegraph company, in connection with the con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation of a telegraph line and service 
off the lines of such carrier and on the line or system of lines of any 
other carrier, and for the use and service of such other carrier or for 
such telegraph company, is unlawful imder the terms of the act to 
regulate commerce. In its opinion no railroad or system of railroads 
can lawfully stipulate or contract with a telegraph company for the 
carriage of its officials, employees, or property for any greater or less 
or different consideration than that specified in the regularly pub- 
lished tariffs in effect at the time, except in connection with the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of a telegraph service on its 
own lines or system of lines. 

On January 21, 1907, the Commission rendered a decision in the 
matter of the free transportation of newspaper employees on special 
newspaper trains. 

The facts, as they appear on the petition and the accompanying 
documents, indicated that theretofore the New York, New Haven 
& Hartford Railroad Company had been furnishing the petitioning 
newspaper companies two special Siinday morning trains for the 
carriage of the Sunday editions of their newspapers to various points 
along the line of that road, Springfield being the final destination of 
one train and Boston of the other. In compensation for this special 
train service the railroad company had made a charge, apparently 
under a special contract, and not under any tariff schedule filed 
with the Conmiission, of 60 cents for each 100 pounds of newspapers 
so carried. By the terms of the contract between the parties the 
compensation agreed upon seems to have included free transporta- 
tion for certain izewspaper employees, whose duty it was to accom- 
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pany the papers so carried in order to assort and handle and make 
them up into packages for instant delivery as the train arrived at the 
various towns and villages along the line of the road to Springfield 
and Boston. The compensation agreed upon for this service seems 
also to have included the free transportation of such employees from 
Springfield and Boston back to New York on any available regular 
passenger train. 

When the contract between the parties was about to expire and 
negotiations were pending for its]renewal; counsel for the railroad com- 
pany expressed the opinion that it would be illegal under the new law 
to continue to furnish free transportation for the newspaper employees 
or messengers that theretofore had accompanied the special trains for 
the purposes described. The newspaper companies declined to accept 
that view of the law, and in support of their protest against the dis- 
continuance of such free transportation for their so-called messengers 
they then referred to and quoted from the Commission's Tariff Cir- 
cular No. 6-A of October 12, 1906, where, in connection with an 
administrative interpretation of the law with respect to the right of 
carriers to issue free transportation to their own employees, the Com- 
mission said: 

But the Commission doea not construe the law as preventing any carrier £rom giving 
necessary free transportation to a person traveling over its line solely for the purpose 
of attending to the business of or performing a duty imposed upon the carrier. 

The Commission was unable to concur in the view] taken by the 
petitioners, and held that where the Congress has expressly enumer- 
ated special classes of persons or things that may be exempted and 
excepted from the operation of general provisions of a law, this 
Commission can not enlarge the excepted classes by mere construc- 
tion and include in them persons or things not thus expressly 
named in the statute itself. The so-called caretakers of newspaper 
companies may not lawfully be granted the free transportation 
that is permissible xmder the act to regulate commerce to the care- 
takers of certain other kinds of traffic specifically enumerated in 
the act. A commodity rate can not be appUed to the transporta- 
tion of passengers or a passenger rate to the transportation of a 
commodity. Newspaper employees can not lawfully be carried on 
special newspaper trains xmder a commodity rate estabUshed for 
the carriage of newspapers, or at any rate other than one specified 
in a regularly published schedule of passenger rates. 

The FrarJc Parmelee Company, incorporated under the laws of 
Illinois, petitioned the Commission for a construction of the law per- 
mitting railroad companies to exchange free transportation with 
transfer companies. The Commission, on March 25, 1907, in decid- 
ing the case held that while petitioner is a common cexrift?: ^^^^j^s^^xa. 
the city of Chicago in transiemng ^Qi&ae;s^<sc^ ^sAX^'^^^^^si?^^'^^^'^''^ 
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railroad stations and between such stations and hotels and private 
residences, and performs a service connected with interstate passenger 
traffic j yet it is not a carrier subject to the provisions of the act to 
regulate commerce. Section 1 of the act to regulate commerce, 
amended June 29, 1906, provides: 

No common carrier subject to the provinonB of this act shall, * * * directly 
or indirectly, issue or give any interstate free ticket, free pass, or free transportation 
for passengers except to its employees and their &milies, its officers, agents, * * * 
Provided, That this provision shall not be construed to prohibit the interchange of 
passes for the officers, agents, and employees of common carriers and their families. 

The proviso clearly modifies the main clause, and is to be construed 
strictly. The words "common carrier" relate only to those referred 
to in the main clause, namely, common carriers subject to the act. 
While the petitioner, Frank Parmelee Company, not being subject 
to the statute, might doubtless give free transportation on its omni- 
bus and baggage express wagons to whomsoever it wishes, no com- 
mon carrier subject to the jurisdiction of that act can lawfully grant 
free transportation to the officers, agents, or employees of petitioner. 
Specific exceptions were noted in the act as to ''baggage agents'' 
entering trains near large terminals to arrange for baggage transfer. 

The privilege of free transportation is one that is reluctantly sup- 
rendered when once it has been enjoyed. No provision in the new 
law was the subject of more appeals to the legislative authority 
before its enactment and none has been more frequently lu-ged upon 
our attention since its enactment. Almost daily the Commission is 
called upon to examine some strained or forced construction of the 
antipass provision offered by some person or interest that has here- 
tofore had the privilege of free passes. Our records are not free 
from petitions that in effect ask the Commission to so construe the 
law, by main strength, as it were, as to widen its terms and loosen its 
restrictions. These comments are not directed to this petitioner, 
whose application is made in good faith, but are made as justifying 
the application of the general rule that laws intended to correct abuses 
ought to be strictly construed. And the Commission must follow 
that precept unless the force and effect of this salutary provision is 
to be dissipated and practically destroyed. Moreover, it must be 
borne in mind that every extension of the privilege of free transpor- 
tation casts an appreciable additional burden upon those who pay 
for their transportation and thus contribute to the earnings that 
carriers are entitled to as a just return upon the capital invested. 
The whole spirit of the act is that this biurden should be distributed 
as equally and equitably as possible. Manifestly, therefore, and espe- 
cially in view of the discussion accompanying its enactment, the anti- 
pass provision should receive a narrow rather than a Uberal con- 
struction. 
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PARTY BATE TICKETS. 

On April 8| 1907| the Commissioii in a case entitled In the Matter 
of Party Rate Tickets, held that party rate tickets can not be limited 
to particular classes of persons, but must be open to the general pub- 
lic. It will be seen from this opinion that under the holding of both 
our own and the English courts section 2 prescribes a rigid rule of 
action. If the circumstances and conditions of the carriage itself 
are the same the charge must be the same. The Commission was 
unable to see how the carriage of ten persons belonging to an amuse- 
ment company; as a party, differs from the carriage of ten other 
persons, as a party, in the same train, at the same time, and between 
the same points; and it is therefore of the opinion that the party 
rate ticket must be open to the general public. It did not deem it 
necessary to discuss the question of policy involved since, in its 
opinion, the decisions of the Supreme Court precluded such discus- 
sion. It may be observed, however, that these party rate tickets are 
not confined to amusement organizations, nor to 'organizations at all. 
They are being extended to the movement of parties of beet weedors, 
of oyster shuckers, of hop pickers, of coal miners. Nor is it correct 
to say that no competitive element is involved. Whether the harvest 
field or the coal mine shall be without laborers may depend upon the 
manner in which these very tickets are granted. To allow railway 
companies to accord to different individuals a different rate, when 
every incident of the carriage itself is the same, simply by reason of 
difference in vocation of the passenger, would, in the opinion of the 
Commission, introduce a most dangerous practice. That the man 
who sings is a different kind of traffic from the man who talks or 
the man who delves is certainly a novel proposition. The circum- 
stances and conditions surroimding the transportation of these differ- 
ent individuals may be entirely different, but the Supreme Court 
has explicitly defined the limits within which such difference of cir- 
cumstances and conditions can be considered. 

ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OP THE ANTITRUST ACT. 

The lease by the Southern Railway Company of the South Carolina 
& (jeoi^a Railroad was alleged in a complaint brought before the 
Conunission in the case of the Warren Manufacturing Company 
and others against the Southern Railway Company and others 
to be cause of imreasonable rates. Upon this phase of the case 
on July 11 last the Commission held that the absorption of a com- 
peting line of railway by another in alleged violation of the 
statutes of a State is a matter within the control of the State courts 
and can be considered by the Commission only in its ultimate results 
of inducing unreasonable rates, Mid \Xi«A, XSckft ^<^^>C\wi A '•iafc. ^>»r^'^^'!^ 
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antitrust act by unwarranted agreements in restraint of trade by 
carriers of interstate commerce is not within the jurisdiction of the 
Conunission, but only the correction of imreasonable rates which 
may be the purpose and effect of such illegal action. 

Li another case involving reasonableness of the rate on cotton 
piece goods from southern mills through Pacific coast points to the 
Orient, brought by the China & Japan Trading Company against 
the Georgia Railroad Company and others it was foimd by the 
Commission that the evidence of the trading company strongly 
tended to show that an illegal agreement to advance rates on 
cotton piece goods was entered into by transcontinental lines 
and that the advanced rates were established in consequence of that 
agreement. But the Commission decided that it was not necessary 
to pass upon that question, because if it were answered in favor of 
the trading company the Commission should still be of the opinion 
that this would afford no ground for either reducing the rate from 
southern mills or awarding reparation. The mere fact that the 
advance was the product of an imlawful combination will not justify 
the Commission in setting aside such rate if the Commission is of 
the opinion that such rate is not imreasonbly high. 

UNREASONABLE RATES. 

A number of cases in which rates were alleged to be imreasonable 
were decided by the Commission during the past year. On June 24 
the Commission rendered its decision in the case of Nobles Brothers 
Grocer Company and others against the Fort Worth & Denver 
City Railway Company and others. It appeared in this case that 
a certain defined territory in the northern part of Texas, com- 
monly known as the Burnt district, takes from Kansas City 
and other Missouri River points lower rates than are made to 
the balance of the State. This was done in recognition of greater 
proximity to these Texas points. The class rates from Kansas City 
to Fort Worth, representative of the Burnt district, are higher than 
from Kansas City to Amarillo, though Amarillo is less than the aver- 
age distance to the Burnt district. The Santa Fe system is rebuilding 
its road to Amarillo, which wiU soon be situated upon its main line. 
Upon this state of facts the Commission decided that the present class 
rates from Kansas City to Amarillo are unreasonable and unjust and 
that the commodity rates between said points should not exceed those 
from Kansas City to Fort Worth; but that the class rates from St. 
Louis to Amarillo may properly be higher than from St. Louis to Fort 
Worth. The grocer company's contention that Amarillo should be 
placed in Texas common-point territory was not sustained. 

Li the case of Dallas Freight Bureau against the Gulf, Colorado 
S Santa Fe RailwAy Company and oIIk&ts, dj&ddod Jxrsi^ IQ lo&t^ 
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it appeared that the rates to Dallas, Tex., from certain mines 
on defendant carriers' lines in Indian Territory and southern 
Arkansas had lately been increased from $1.25 to $1.50 per ton on 
slack coal and from $1.85 to $2.10 per ton on mine-run coal. Upon 
complaint that the advanced rates on such coal were imreasonable, 
and request that the lower rates be restored, the Commission decided, 
under all the circumstances disclosed by the record and following 
former decisions of this Commission on the reasonableness of coal 
rates of these defendants in adjacent territory, that the rates from 
the mines taking the $2.10 and $1.50 rates to Dallas should not 
for the future exceed $1.90 on mine-run and limip and $1.40 on 
slack coal. As to the mines taking rates of $1.85 and $1.25 to 
Dallas, there should be some corresponding reduction, but as to these 
mines no order was made by the Commission. In this decision the 
Commission further held that while the revenue per ton per mile over 
other routes on other lines and to other destinations is often suggestive 
in arriving at a proper estimate of the reasonableness of a rate over 
a route complained of it is by no means conclusive. Varying con- 
ditions existing on different lines must of necessity justify differences 
in rates for hauls of the same distance. The real question in any 
such complaint is the reasonableness of a particular rate on the par- 
ticular line between the particular points in question. In testing 
such a rate the rates on the same or adjacent lines in the immediate 
territory where the same conditions exist are of much greater sig- 
nificance and afford a much more accurate basis for the Commission's 
action. 

Complaint in the case of the Roswell Commercial Club and others 
against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Bailway Company and 
others, decided June 24 last, put in issue the reasonableness of 
rates between various points in the United States and Roswell, 
Artesia, Hagerman, and Carlsbad, in the Territory of New Mexico. 
The Commission decided in this case that the present class rates 
from Kansas City and St. Louis, Mo., Galveston, Tex., and Denver, 
Colo., to said points in New Mexico were unjust and unreasonable; 
that the commodity rates on grain and grain products from points 
in Kansas and Oklahoma; on lumber from points in Texas and 
Louisiana; on salt in sacks from Hutchinson, Kans., to said points in 
New Mexico; and on apples, alfalfa, and alfalfa meal from said points 
in New Mexico to Fort Worth, Tex., were excessive, and ordered 
reductions to be made. 

On July 8, 1907, the Commission rendered decision in two cases 
brought by the Farmers, Merchants and Shippers' Club of Kansas, 
one against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company 
and others and one against the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Company and othera. Tba wwxv^^jkcdX. \s^ ^Qw^RR^ ^5»w^Ns^- 
2427^-m 3 
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Tolved the reasonableness of the carriers' rates on grain from 
Wichita and other shipping points in Elansas to Kansas City, Mo., 
to Galveston, Tex., for export, and to various destinations in 
Texas for domestic consumption. The Commission found these 
rates to be unreasonable per se, and ordered that reductions ranging 
from 3 to 5 cents per 100 pounds be made. It appeared that the 
rates from said shipping points should be the same to Elansas City, 
Mo., as to Kansas City, Kans. After the complaint in these cases 
was filed the legislature of Kansas reduced 15 per cent the rates to the 
latter point, whereupon the railroads, after accepting said reductions, 
reduced correspondingly the rates to Kansas City, Mo. For these 
reasons the Commission took no action concerning the latter rates. 

While the reductions ordered in these cases are considerable in 
amount, it is not beUeved that their effect upon the net revenues of 
these defendants will be serious. That we might have some opinion 
upon this subject, the carriers were requested by the Commission to 
furnish it with information showing the movement of grain from 
the Kansas City fields to the various markets. From the statements 
thus filed it appears that the bulk of the movement is to the Missouri 
River and that the direct movement from the field to Galveston for 
export is comparatively small. The Rock Island lines, for example, 
moved, in 1906, 2,969 carloads of wheat and 1,380 carloads of com 
to the Missouri River, while they moved to Galveston for export but 
624 carloads of wheat and 76 carloads of com. Assuming that our 
average reduction amounts to 4 cents per 100 pounds — which is 
probably too high — and that 50,000 pounds is the average car load- 
ing, the total loss to the Rock Island Company would be $14,000. 
The movement upon the lines of the Santa Fe is larger, having been, 
during the same year, to the Missouri River 5,918 cars of wheat and 
1,007 cars of com, and to Galveston 2,039 cars of wheat and 867 
cars of com. Upon the above assumption as to loading, this would 
involve a loss of $68,120 to that system. 

To these apparent losses are certain offsets. The export rate from 
Kansas City to Galveston has been advanced 1^ cents. The Santa 
Fe moved from the Missouri River to Galveston for export in the year 
1906, 1,270 cars; the Rock Island, 343 cars. The advance of 1 J cents 
would apply upon this movement and would also probably extend 
in a measure to a certain part of the export movement which we have 
treated as a loss in all cases. Moreover, and more important still, the 
putting in effect of these new rates will doubtless tend to divert from 
Kansas City directly to Galveston considerable quantities of grain 
which hitherto have moved into the Missouri River over the lines of 
the carrier defendants and thence to some port of export by some 
other line. This will materially add to the revenue of these railroads 
SDd it is not at all clear that the putting in of these lower export rates 
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to the Gulf from Kansas points will not actually increase their 
receipts. 

The questions involved in the case of the Territory of Oklahoma 
against the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company and 
others, decided July 8, 1907, are substantially the same as those which 
we have just considered. The territory involved lies immediately 
south of Kansas and is of the same general character. The traffic 
moves to Galveston over the same line and under the same circum- 
stances. The considerations which controlled the disposition of those 
cases were held by the Conmussion to govern the disposition of this, 
and carriers' rates on wheat and com shipped from points in Okla- 
homa Territory to Galveston, Tex., for export were found to be 
unreasonable and reductions in such rates were ordered. 

It appeared in the case of Blackwell Milling & Elevator Company 
against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company, decided 
March 7 last, that on shipments of flour and other grain products 
the railroad had in force certain rates for transportation between 
points on its own line and an arbitrary of 5 cents per 100 pounds to 
be applied in addition to its regular transportation charges to ship- 
ments received from connecting lines, but it discontinued imposition 
of the arbitrary on February 11, 1907. The Commission decided that 
the 5-cent arbitrary was unjust and unreasonable and awarded repa- 
ration to the Milling & Elevator Company. 

It was insisted in this case that the Commission can not entertain 
complaints when the shipments were made between points in different 
Territories of the United States. Under the original act jurisdiction 
was given over shipments "from one State or Territory of the United 
States or the District of Columbia to any other State or Territory of 
the United States or the District of Columbia." These shipments 
were all made from a point in Oklahoma Territory to various points 
in Indian Territory, and it is therefore clear that without the amend- 
ment of August 28, 1906, the Commission had jurisdiction over the 
matters complained of. That amendment conferred jurisdiction over 
transportation entirely within a Territory, which was not given by 
the act before. 

The complaint in the case of the Ponca City Milling Company 
against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company, decided 
March 7, 1907, involved the same question as that of the Blackwell 
Milling Company case, and an order of reparation was granted 
against the carrier. In this case one of the shipments, from Ponca 
City to Hominy, was between two points in the Territory of Okla- 
homa. The Commission had no jurisdiction over this shipment at 
the date when it moved. But had this shipment moved subse- 
quently to August 28, 1906, it would have been otherwise. 
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On March 7, 1907, opinion was rendered by the Commission in the 
case of Harrell against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany. The complainant alleged the unreasonableness of the rate on 
coal from St. Louis, Mo., to Oklahoma City, Okla., as appUed to 
shipments originating in West Virginia. Oklahoma City is situated 
120 miles from McAlester, the center of the McAlester coal district. 
It is also within a comparatively short distance of the Arkansas and 
Kansas coal fields and much nearer the fields of Colorado and Mis- 
souri than that is to West Virginia. It is apparent that coal for 
fuel consumption at Oklahoma City could not be and ought not to 
be brought from mines 1,200 miles away. If the coal rates of the 
carrier are to be reduced in a way to be of practical benefit to the 
people of Oklahoma, the reduction should be in its rates from near-by 
mines and not in this rate from St. Louis. 

The rate complained of is probably too high, but it would require a 
much more extended investigation than has been conducted in this 
case to show what that rate ought fairly to be. Since the question is 
at the present time of no practical importance to the complainant, and 
since the Commission ia fully occupied in deaUng with matters which 
are of practical importance, it has not seemed advisable to prosecute 
the investigation far enough to form an opinion. The complaint was 
therefore dismissed without prejudice to the right of the complainant 
or any other person to call in question the reasonableness of this same 
rate should that rate come to be of actual consequence in the future. 

In Johnston agamst the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Com- 
pany and others the Commission decided, on April 3, 1907, that the 
rates on coal from McAlester and Lehigh districts, Indian Territory, 
to Enid, Okla., are not, upon the evidence, excessive or unreasonable; 
but held that the carriers' coal rates from Sans Bois and Henryetta 
districts, Indian Territory, to Enid are excessive and unreasonable. 
For reasons stated in the opinion reparation was denied on ship- 
ments from the Sans Bois district, but was granted on shipments 
of coal from the Henryetta district. Upon the admission of Okla- 
homa as a State these rates were withdrawn from our jurisdiction, 
and in view of this fact we might perhaps have hesitated to express 
an opinion upon their reasonableness were it not that the com- 
plainant demanded reparation, which he could only obtain, apparently, 
by proceeding before this Commission. 

Complainant contended in the case of Mitchell against the Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company and others that the rail- 
roads' rate of 28 J cents per 100 pounds for transportation of wheat 
from Oklahoma City, Okla., to Gainesville and Fort Worth, Tex., are 
unreasonable. On July 8, 1907, the Commission foxmd such rate to 
be imreasonable and required the carriers to establish in lieu thereof 
s rate of 20 cents to Gainesville and a rate of 22 cents to Fort Worth. 
^heae communities are in such proximity tViat VXicj m!^ ^i\\iV\!^ \» 
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have established between one another a reasonable rate which will 
permit the consumers at Gainesville and Fort Worth to buy in Okla- 
homa City and transport from there at a reasonable charge. 

The case of Producers' Pipe line Company against the St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern Railway Company and others, involving 
the reasonableness of rates on crude oil in tank cars from Nowata, 
Ind. T., to points in northern Texas, was on Jime 10 last dis- 
missed by the Commission for want of prosecution. It is the mani- 
fest ^duty of those who institute formal proceedings before the 
Commission to prosecute their complaints with reasonable diligence. 
We must particularly insist that when a case has been formally 
assigned for hearing on a day certain the parties shall appear 
and present such evidence as they may wish to oflFer in support 
of their contentions, or in advance of the date set must request a 
postponement of the hearing on stated grounds showing good and 
sufficient cause for delay. In addition to the time and expense 
involved when a Commissioner or special examiner goes to the 
appointed place to conduct a proceeding, the Commission can not 
permit its docket to be clogged for an indefinite period of time with 
cases that are not being prosecuted by the complainants to a final 
conclusion with proper promptness. 

On March 25, 1907, the Commission decided three cases insti- 
tuted by the Johnston-Larimer Dry Goods Company. The first case 
was against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Eailway Company 
and others and involved the reasonableness of defendants' 96-cent 
rate on cotton goods from various producing points in Texas to 
Wichita, Kans. Kansas City and St. Louis take a 50-cent rate 
from said Texas points and Omaha and Chicago 55 cents. The aver- 
age distances range from 458 miles to Wichita to 1,038 miles to 
Chicago. Active market and carriers' competition exists for the sale 
and transportation of this traffic to the points other than Wichita, to 
which substantially agreed rates are maintained by the four carriers 
reaching that point from all markets. It appeared to the Commission 
that the present rates to Kansas City and other Missouri River 
points and to Wichita exclude Wichita jobbers from competition, 
and that a rate from Texas producing points to Wichita on cotton 
goods of 50 cents per 100 pounds would be highly profitable to the 
carriers and complainant. The 96-cent rate to Wichita was held to 
be imreasonable and unjust, and the carriers were ordered to put in 
effect a rate not exceeding 50 cents per 100 pounds. On Jime 10, 
1907, the Commission denied motion of defendants for rehearing in 
this case. 

The second of these cases was against the Wabash Railroad Com- 
pany and others and involved the reasonableness of the rates on 
cotton goods from East St. Lo\iia) "SSL., Vi ^SSjbSffi»a^ ^S^^>$^*> 
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boxes folded flat were graduated from 50 to 75 cents per 100 pounds 
and on empty boxes not folded flat the rates were made $1 per 100 
poimds. The complaint alleged that the advanced rates were 
excessive; and the Commission so foimd. 

An express company can not justify a rate which, in comparison 
with other rates, is excessive and imreasonable by showing that it 
gives a service that is exceptionally expensive, where the burden of 
the rate charged therefor falling upon the shipper, increases an 
already sufficient return to the railroad. Such company is entitled 
to charge a reasonable amount for the service which it gives, and 
this service, being partly rendered by its own agents and employees 
and partly rendered by railroads, it can not justify a rate by the 
production of its own contracts made with the agent and the railroad. 

To pay the agent a commission instead of a salary and to pay the 
railroad a percentage instead of a fixed amount or a mileage or a 
tonnage may be, practically, a very satisfactory arrangement 
between the express company and the railroad and the agent; but 
from the standpoint of the public such an arrangement can not be 
held to support the reasonableness of any rate which the express 
company may choose to charge. TV hat if the express company had 
contracted with its agent to pay him 50 per cent of all gross receipts 
or with the railroad to pay 90 per cent of such receipts? 

Such contracts are entirely between the parties themselves. They 
are not in the nature of fixed charges because they are not fixed. 
They move upon a sliding scale, dependent entirely upon the rates. 
And it would be against the highest public policy to permit rates 
to be controlled by such contracts, because such practice must 
inevitably tend to promote the increase of rates on express service. 
The railroads could, through such contracts, control the rates to be 
fixed by the express companies, and it would be to their interest 
always to increase rates so long as the traffic would move thereon, 
for thereby their portion of the receipts under the contract would 
be increased. From all the facts before the Commission it appeared 
that 60 cents per 100 pounds would be a reasonable rate on cut flowers 
from the Chatham district to New York and that a similar increase 
of 10 cents over and above the rates existing on April 30, 1906, to 
the other points here involved would likewise be just and reasonable 
and that the merchandise rate should apply on empty boxes *'not 
folded flat'' on the return trip from New York. 

The case of Eber De Gou against the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany and others, decided May 29 last, drew in question the reason- 
ableness and justness of defendants' rates on grain, flour, and feed 
from Chicago and other western points of origin to Pemberton, N. J., 
with particular reference to the rates from the same points to Moimt 
Holly, N. J. The difference in through rates at the date of the com- 
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plaint on said commodities from such western points to Mount Holly 
and Pemberton was 5 cents, Moimt Holly taking the rate to New 
York and Pemberton, 6 miles east, the New York rate plus 5 cents. 
Prior to February, 1903, the Moimt Holly rate was the New York 
rate plus 3 cents, and for a long period the differential against Pem- 
berton in favor of Mount Holly was 2 cents. The Mount Holly rate 
was reduced on account of developed water competition. Under the 
6-cent differential complainant could save about 2^ cents per 100 
pounds by shipping to Moimt Holly and teaming to Pemberton. 
After the hearing the Pennsylvania Railroad Company put in a 
tariff naming a reconsignment charge of 2) cents per 100 poimds 
from Mount Holly to Pemberton. It seemed to the Commission that 
the through rate to Pemberton as compared with the rate to Mount 
Holly was excessive and subjected complainant and Pemberton itself 
to tmreasonable prejudice and disadvantage, and it ordered that 
the through rate to Pemberton should not exceed the New York rate 
plus 2 cents per 100 poimds, and should not be at any time more 
than 2 cents above the rate to Mount Holly. 

The complainant in the case of Rau against the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company and others, decided June 17 last, ships bags from 
Newark, N. J., to Stanley, Luray, and Greensville, Va., over a line 
composed of the Pennsylvania Railroad, Cumberland Valley Rail- 
road, and the Norfolk & Western Railway. These empty bags are 
shipped in less than carload quantities and are used in carload 
shipments of ground bark from such Virginia points to Newark 
and other points in that vicinity. Upon the bag shipments from 
Newark a rate of 38 cents per 100 pounds was charged, while on 
complainant's competitors' shipments of bags from Newark to Bar- 
boiureville and Charlottesville, Va., via the Pennsylvania Railroad 
and Southern Railway, a rate of 22 cents was in force. This 
difference in rates resulted from the use of different freight classifi- 
cations. Bags are classified in the Official Classification as third 
class less than carloads, and in the Southern Classification as fifth 
class less than carloads. As a rule, a given article transported a 
given distance under the Southern Classification takes a higher rate 
than when it is transported for the like distance under the Official 
Classification; but the rates involved in this proceeding constituted 
an exception to that general rule. From all the facts before the 
Commission it appeared that the rate of 38 cents per 100 pounds on 
empty bags in less than carloads from Newark to Stanley, Luray, 
and Greenville, over the route mentioned, was unjust and unreason- 
ble, and the Commission ordered a rate of 22 cents per 100 pounds 
to be put in between said points over said connecting lines. 

On June 24, 1907, the Commission decided the case of the Pacific 
Coast Jobbers and Manufacturers' Association against thf^ S^Qv\.t\s!^T<c^ 
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Pacific Company. In this case the association challenged the right 
of the Southern Pacific Company to charge and collect a State toll of 
5 cents per ton as a specific and separately stated part of its trans- 
continental rate to San Francisco, Cal., when no such toll is paid by 
the carrier. The Southern Pacific Company charged this additional 
toll upon all westboimd business entering San Francisco, irrespective 
of the route by which such trafiic entered the city. 

The title to the land which constitutes the water front of the city 
and coimty of San Francisco is in the State of California, and the gen- 
eral charge and management of this water front, and of the docks 
and wharves erected along the same, are in the board of State harbor 
commissioners, which is vested by law with the right to collect charges 
for dockage, wharfage, and tolls, and to fix and regulate the rates of 
dockage, wharfage, cranage, tolls, and rents for the use of the same. 
In accordance with this power, the board of State harbor commis- 
sioners has fixed a schedule of tolls upon merchandise passing over 
the State premises, ranging proportionately downward from 5 cents 
per ton to 1 cent on 400 poimds or less. 

The Southern Pacific Company contended that it is entitled to 
make this charge upon a shipment which does not cross the bay 
because it may properly impose on transcontinental business any 
rate, not unreasonable in itself, which it can get in competition with 
water carriers, and therefore may include in its rate an amount equiv- 
alent to the State toll, because the water competition which it has to 
meet must always be compelled to meet the toll charges of the State. 
This argument is adroit, but does not appeal to us as conclusive. 
The tariff would make it appear that this toll charge was actually 
imposed upon all freight entering San Francisco. This, we perceive, 
is not the fact. Moreover, all eastbound freight leaving San Fran- 
cisco is not subject to this charge, at least as a toll charge, no matter 
by what route it goes. A tariff or schedule of transportation rates 
does not conform to the law which makes the rate charged as set 
forth in the tariff dependent upon one or more factors which do not 
enter into the transportation as the same is actually conducted. The 
railway company was ordered to cease and desist from making any 
charge for toll at San Francisco when such toll charge was not 
actually paid by the carrier. 

The A. J. Poor Grain Company filed complaint against the Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy Railway Company and others, averring that 
the carriers' rates for the movement of wheat from Nebraska points 
through Denver to California terminals were unreasonable and unjust, 
but it appeared that complainant's chief object in filing this petition 
was to recover reparation for alleged overcharge on four cars of wheat. 
On July 8 last the Commission rendered an opinion in this case. 



DECISIONS OF THE COMMISSION. 41 

It appeared from the testimony that an agent of the miti'al carrier 
informed the grain company that 55 cents per 100 pomids was the 
rate in force and would apply to its shipments, but upon the arrival 
of the cars at destination freight charges were collected at the rate 
of 75 cents per 100 pounds, which was the lawfully published through 
rate. The diflFerence between the rates actually collected on the 
shipment and the 55-cent rate quoted by the principal defendant to 
the complainant was the basis claimed for reparation. 

It was urged on behalf of the Poor Grain Company that the mistake 
of the freight agent of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Bailway 
Company in quoting to it a rate of 55 cents, and thus leading it to 
make a purchase of the four carloads of wheat for shipment to desti- 
nation upon the basis of that supposed rate, was an act of negUgence, 
involving the grain company in a considerable loss which the principal 
defendant ought to be required to make good. 

The same contention has been made in other cases, resting upon 
similar facts, that have been heard before the Commission and the 
courts. But under the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States in Texas Pacific Railway Compaivy v. Mugg, 202 U. S., 
242, and Ovlf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company v. Hefley, 
158 U. S., 98, the question of the liability of carriers for the mistakes 
of their agents in quoting freight rates to shippers seems not to be 
open to further discussion. In the former case an agent of the 
railroad company who ought to have been advised of the lawful rate 
inadvertently quoted to plaintiff a rate on a shipment then in con- 
templation that was lower than the published rate; in the latter case 
an agent of the defendant railroad company not only named to the 
plaintiff a rate lower than the lawfully published rate, but inserted 
the erroneous lower rate in the bill of lading that was issued for the 
movement. In each case the Supreme Court of the United States 
held that the published tariff controlled, and that the lawfully pub- 
lished rate was the rate to be applied and collected on the shipment, 
notwithstanding the erroneous quotation of another and a lower rate; 
and of necessity no other conclusion was possible if the integrity of 
this regulative legislation is to be preserved. 

The published rate governing transportation between two given 
points, so long as it remains imcanceled, is as fixed and imalterable 
either by the shipper or by the carrier as if that particular rate had 
been established by a special act of Congress; and when regularly 
published, it is no longer the rate imposed by the carrier, but the rate 
imposed by the law regardless of the rate quoted or inserted in a bill 
of lading; the published rate must be paid by the shipper and actually 
collected by the carrier. The failure on the part of a shipper to pay 
or of the carrier to collect the full freight charges, based upon the law- 
fully published rate for the particular moy^ttksc^ \^\j^^iK^ *^5j^ *v?^^ 
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given points, constitutes a breach of the law and will subject either 
one or the other, and sometimes both, to its penalties. Not even a 
com't may interfere with a published rate or authorize a departure 
from it when it has voluntarily been established by the carrier. 
Texas Pacific Railway Company v. Abilene Cotton OH Company, 
204 U. S.,- 426. While shippers largely rely upon the rates quoted 
by freight agents and billing clerks, the law charges them with knowl- 
edge of the lawful rates; and they will not be heard, before this Com- 
mission, to claim the benefit of a lower than the lawful rate on the 
groimd that some railroad clerk has made a mistake in quoting a 
lower rate for a particular shipment. To permit shippers to impute 
negligence to carriers in quoting rates and on that ground to enjoy 
the rate quoted instead of paying the lawfully published rates 
would open a way for the payments of rebates and might, in 
practical results, work a repeal of the law. 

The only matter, therefore, remaining for the Commission to con- 
sider in this case was whether the rate of 75 cents is a reasonable 
rate, and if not, what would be a reasonable rate to California termi- 
nals from Nebraska common points. After fully considering the 
testimony in the case, the Commission decided that such rate over 
the route named is unreasonable and excessive. It is manifestly 
so as compared with the through rate of 55 cents on com over that 
route, and a through rate of 55 cents on both com and wheat from 
Nebraska points via the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific to those 
destinations. The Commission held that any rate on wheat over the 
route in question from these points of origin to CaUfomia termi- 
nals in excess of 65 cents per 100 is unreasonable, and granted repara- 
tion to complainant on its shipment on that basis. On October 18, 
1907, motion for rehearing in this case was denied. 

In the case of Waxelbaum & Company against the Atlantic Coast 
line Railroad Company and others, decided June 4 last, involving 
the reasonableness of transportation and refrigeration charges on 
peaches from Macon and Atlanta, Ga., to Philadelphia, New York, 
Washington, and Baltimore, the Commission held that the car- 
riers' rates per 100 pounds for the transportation of peaches, 
other than refrigeration, from Macon and Atlanta, to wit, 81 cents 
to Philadelphia and New York and 78 cents to Baltimore and 
Washington, and their refrigeration charge of 12^ cents per crate of 
42 pounds, minimum carload of 550 crates, between such points, 
were unreasonable and unjust. The practices of the carriers in using 
one minimum carload requirement for transportation service other 
than refrigeration and a different minimum carload for refrigeration 
service was also declared unreasonable and unjust. The Commis- 
sion decided that the rate for the transportation other than refrigera- 
tion to Philadelpbia, and New York on carload shipments of peaches 
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should not exceed 76 cents per 100 pounds and to Baltimore and 
Washington 73 cents per 100 pounds, such rates to apply on a carload 
minimum of 20,000 pounds for 36-foot cars and 22,500 pounds for 
40-foot cars, and that the refrigeration charge on such shipments 
should not exceed 11 cents per crate of 42 pounds and apply on a 
carload minimum of 476 crates for 36-foot cars and 535 crates for 
40-foot cars. 

In this case the Commission held that under the act to regulate 
commerce, as amended, carriers subject to its provisdons may not 
lawfully refuse transportation as therein defined, but they must, 
upon reasonable request, afford the same upon estabUshed rates filed 
and kept posted as required by law. The jurisdiction of the Com- 
mission and the purposes of the law can not be defeated by the omis- 
sion or failure of carriers to include in their schedules and to keep 
posted and open to public inspection the rates, fares, and charges 
for the entire service, both transportation proper and refrigeration, 
which under the law they are bound to provide. 

Complainant in the case of Southern Grocery Company and Holmes- 
Hartsfield Company against the Georgia Northern Railway Company, 
of Georgia, and others, decided June 24 last, alleged that the rail- 
road rates, which were' higher from Louisville, Cincinnati, Mem- 
phis, and Nashville to Moultrie, Gra., than from the same points 
of origin to Tifton, Valdosta, Quitman, Thomasville, and Fitz- 
gerald, Ga., were unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory. The 
Commission, upon the record made in this case, decided that the 
circumstances and conditions surrounding the transportation of 
freight by the carriers from such points of origin to Moultrie were not 
substantially dissimilar from those surrounding the transportation 
from such points of origin to said other nearby Georgia points. The 
practice of charging such higher rates to Moultrie was condemned as 
unreasonable, unlawful, and unjustly discriminatory. The Commis- 
sion considered that the just and reasonable practice would be to 
charge for such transportation to Moultrie the same rates from such 
points of origin as are charged therefrom to Tifton, Valdosta, Quit- 
man, Thomasville, and Fitzgerald. 

On May 1, 1907, decision was rendered in the case of the Enter- 
prise Manufacturing Company and others against the Georgia Rail- 
road Company and others. It appeared that the carriers' rates 
on cotton goods and cotton waste from Georgia and South Car- 
olina points to San Francisco and other Pacific coast terminal 
points are $1.15 per 100 pounds in carloads and $1.65 in less than 
carloads on cotton goods, and $1.12) per 100 pounds in carloads 
and $1.61 in less than carloads on cotton waste. In 1896 the rates 
on cotton goods were $1 per 100 pounds in any quantity, and on cot- 
ton waste 90 cents in carloada Mid %\ \xi\«s» ^^Ka. ^'a:^'^'^^- '''^^^^s^ 
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rates on cotton goods from New York and Boston to such Pacific 
coast points are $1 in carloads and $1.50 in less than carloads, and 
on cotton waste $1.10 in carloads and $1.50 in less than carloads. 
The Commission decided, upon complaint oi unreasonableness of the 
rates from such southeastern points to the Pacific coast, that upon 
the present record such rates are not unreasonable. The fact that 
such rates from the southeastern States are higher than those ob- 
taining from the New England States does not in and of itself estab- 
lish the unreasonableness of the higher rates, as the conditions exist- 
ing at the two localities are dissimilar. The New England mills, 
which suffer by the competition of the more favorably situated south- 
em mills from the standpoint of production, are entitled .to such 
advantage in rates as they have from being situated at points closer 
to ports where cheap water competition has been established to the 
Pacific coast points of consumption. 

The similar case of the China & Japan Trading Company and 
others against the Georgia Kailroad Company and others was decided 
on May 31 last. This case involved the reasonableness of rates 
on cotton piece goods from southern mills through Pacific coast 
points to the Orient, as compared with the rates on said commodity 
from the New England mills over the same route. The rates from 
the New England mills are 85 cents per 100 poimds and from the 
southern mills $1.25 per 100 pounds. The Commission, following 
its decision in the Enterprise case above quoted, declined to sus- 
tain the complaint. 

In the case of the Riverside Mills against the Southern Railway 
Company and others, decided July 11 last, it appeared that the 
carriers' rate on cotton waste in bales, a by-product of cotton 
goods, from Augusta, Ga., to New York, was 41 cents per 100 poimds, 
or the same as their rate on cotton goods between the same points, 
though cotton waste is considerably less in value and involves much 
less risk and expense in transportation than cotton goods. Upon 
this state of facts the Commission decided that cotton waste should 
be transported at less rates than cotton goods, and that no higher 
rate than 35 cents per 100 pounds should be charged for its trans- 
portation by defendants, sea and rail, from Augusta to New York. 

The Commission, on July 11 last, dismissed the complaint in the 
case of the Warren Manufacturing Company and others against the 
Southern Railway Company and others. In this case complaint 
was made of the rate of 41 cents per 100 poimds by sea and rail 
from Augusta, Ga., to New York on cotton piece goods as imreason- 
able to the extent of 4 cents per 100 poimds; but the Commission did 
not feel justified from the testimony in ordering a reduction of 
the rates complained of. Among other things, in this case, the Com- 
mission declared tb&t the long continued carriage of any article of 
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freight at certain rates, while estabUshing a presumption that such 
rates are reasonable and remunerative; is not alone concludve, but 
to carry such presumption must show a settled practice or policy. 
Where a rate is comparatively the lowest in its territory on a given 
article of freight, and by reason thereof has been made the basis of 
reductions from competitive points, it will not be further reduced on 
the groimd alone that it had at stated periods in the past been some- 
what lower, unless it be shown that it is unreasonably high for the 
service performed. 

On July 11, 1907, the case of the American Fruit Union, of 
Cincimiati, Ohio, against the Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas 
Pacific Bailway Company was decided. The complaint alleged that 
the rates of 18 cents per crate for transportation and 9 cents for 
refrigeration of strawberries from Chattanooga, Tenn., and points on 
defendant's line of railway between Chattanooga and OakdaJe, in the 
State of Tennessee, to Cincinnati, Ohio, were excessive because of the 
failure of the railway company to furnish the expedited service in con- 
sideration of which the higher charges were agreed to. It appeared 
that in conference between officials of the carrier and representatives 
of certain of its patrons it was agreed that higher rates would be 
charged and paid for the transportation of strawberries in consideration 
of special expedited trains upon which they would be hauled and by 
which they would be delivered for the early morning market. Chi 
accoimt of reconstruction and improvement work upon and along the 
line of the carrier it was imable to furnish the expedited service agreed 
upon and which it had furnished for several years. The shippers 
contended that if the expedited service was not provided the higher 
rate should not obtain. The Commission decided that if a carrier 
charges and a shipper agrees to pay a higher charge in consideration 
of special or expedited service, and the carrier fails to furnish the servipe * 
80 agreed upon, it can not lawfully and properly demand the higher 
compensation. This principle is recognized in contracts between the 
Federal Government and tne railways for fast mail service, and by 
the railways in connection with their excess fare, limited passenger 
trains. In both instances carriers forfeit a part of the compensation 
if they fail to make the time agreed upon. Defendants' rate on straw- 
berries in carloads, imder refrigeration, from Chattanooga and points 
on its line between Chattanooga and Oakdale, Tenn., to Cincinnati 
was found by the Commission *to be imreasonable and ordered to 
be reduced to 22 cents per crate of 24 quarts, with a minimum carload 
of 450 crates per car. Beparation was awarded to injured shippers 
because of such imreasonable rate on strawberries during the season 
of 1907. 

A case involving the reasonableness of rates on coal and pig iron 
from Birmingham, Ala., to Coidda, Ci^,^ ^\>L\lV(XfeSi. ^<5K!^iSi.^^S^vias>a. 
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Machine Company against the Louisville & Nashville Railroad Com- 
pany and others, was decided by the Commission on May 1 last. 
It appeared that the rates on coal and pig iron were $1.70 per 
short ton and $2.75 per long ton, respectively, and from Birming- 
ham to Macon, Oa., were $1.60 per short ton and $1.65 per long 
ton, respectively, Cordele being a nearer point. The Commission 
held, upon the facts shown, that the coal rate was not unreason- 
able or discriminatory, but that the pig-iron rate was unjust and 
excessive, and the railroads were ordered to put in a rate of $2.15 
per long ton on pig iron from Birmingham to Cordele. 

In the case of Railroad Commission of the State of Arkansas 
against the St. Louis & North Arkansas Railroad Company, decided 
June 24 last, the reasonableness of an interstate passenger rate 
was contested on the ground that it exceeded the passenger rate 
per mile on the same line between intrastate points. Passenger 
rates in Arkansas, fixed by State authority, were 3 cents per 
mile on all roads above 75 miles in length. On interstate travel on 
defendant's line the rate amounted to considerably more, and in some 
instances to 6f cents per mile. 

While these rates seemed high to the Commission and much in 
excess of the average passenger rates, the conditions and situation 
of this road are very peculiar for a road of its length. It is practi- 
cally without branches, imfinished, and without southern connections 
which are necessary alike to enable it largely to increase its business 
and to satisfactorily serve the public. Having recently defaulted in 
the payment of its interest charges and in consequence been reorgan- 
izQd, it is still a question as to whether it will be abl6 to meet its 
obUgations in the future. It is to be hoped that if it does it may 
soon reach a point when these rates can and will be reduced with 
reasonable certainty that its solvency will not thereby be impaired. 
While the Commission was not sure that a reduction of rates might 
not result in equal or greater revenues from the passenger traflSc, it 
hesitated for the present, under all the circumstances, to make an 
order in this case which might have a contrary eflFect, and the com- 
plaint was therefore dismissed. 

On April 9, 1907, the Conmiission rendered a decision in the case of 
the Van Camp Burial Vault Company against the Chicago, Indian- 
apolis & Louisville Railway Company and others. It appeared 
that the carriers classified cement burial vaults with iron burial 
vaults as second-class freight in less than carloads, and applied 
second-class rates thereon. The Burial Vault Company contended 
that this was an imjust classification of cement vaults and resulted 
in unreasonable rates, and imduly discriminated in favor of iron 
vaults. The cement vault is about four times heavier and occupies 
but little more apace in the car than the iron vault. In carload 
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shipments the railroads classified cement vaults as fifth-class and iron 
vaults as third-class freight. The risk of breakage in the carriage of 
the cement vaults is insignificant, and their value and the value of the 
ma.terials used in their construction is much less than in the case of 
iron vaults. The cement vaults are also made with imskilled labor, 
while iron vaults require skilled mechanics and a plant with machinery' 
and tools. The Commission decided that imder such circumstances 
the carriers should charge not to exceed third-class rates on shipments 
of cement burial vaults from Indianapolis, Ind., to points reached by 
defendants' lines in Official Classification territory. 

Another case involving unjust classification arose in the case of the 
Stowe-Fuller Company against the Pennsylvania Company and 
others, and was decided by the Commission on Jime 24 last. The 
complaint in this case was directed solely against differences in 
the railroad rates on fire, building, and paving brick from Empire, 
Strasburg, and other points in Ohio to New York City and other 
eastern destinations, but no attack was made upon the reason- 
ableness of the rates on either kind of brick except as involved 
in the claim that any difference in the rates for the different kinds 
is imlawful. It appeared that these classes of brick took differ- 
ent rates. The Commission decided upon the facts and circum- 
stances of the case that no such distinction between these three 
classes of brick exists as justifies a difference in rates. They are 
made of the same material, come out of the same kiln, are nearly 
alike in color, and are of the same size and weight. To hold otherwise 
would be to promote false billing by the shippers and to require car- 
riers to make a practically impossible examination into the use to 
which each shipment of these brick was put. 

In this case the Commission also declared that classification must 
be based upon a real distinction from a transportation standpoint. 
Aside from the difficulty in learning what use the brick would be put 
to upon reaching their destination the Commission can not regard a 
classification as scientific, or a difference in rates as well based, which 
is altogether founded upon a distinction that has no transportation 
significance. Such a differentiation, if permitted and extended 
throughout the various classes of freight, would lead to an almost end- 
less multipUcation of rates, which could find no excuse save the use 
which might be made of the article transported. 

The question of demurrage charges arose in three cases before the 
Commission during the past year. In one case, that of Waxelbaum 
& Company against the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company 
and others, above quoted, it was held that the carriers' demurrage 
charge of $5 per day for detention of refrigerator cars by shippers, 
after expiration of twenty-four hours' free time, was not shown 
upoi\ the record to be imreasonable ot \m\\yB\»\ wa.^ \Sl ^s^^^^wst ^'^jas^> 
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that of Mason against the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Company, decided March 25 last, the Conmussion declared that it is 
without authority to fiix rules or regulations for reciprocal demurrage. 
In the third case the carrier's right to exact demurrage charges 
from a packing company on cars used by the carrier in transporting 
* the packing company's traffic while the cars are standing on a siding 
owned and operated by the carrier, which was constructed by it for 
the sole use of the packing company, was held by the Commission on 
October 7 last, in the case of the Cudahy Packing Company v. Chicago 
& Northwestern Railway Company, as not being affected by the 
fact that the cars are owned by the packing company. 

In the case of the Frederick Brick Works against the Northern Cen- 
tral Railway Company and others, decided September 24, 1906, 
it was held that the carriers' class rate of $3.80 per ton on brick 
in carloads from Frederick, Md., to Elberon, N. J., 236 miles, 
appUed on shipments made by complainant in January, 1906, was 
imreasonable and unjust, and the complainant was awarded rep- 
aration based on the difference between such rate and the rate of 
$2.75 per ton put in -effect by the railroads pending the controversy. 

On July 10 last the Commission rendered its decision in the case of 
the Dallas Freight Bureau against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas 
Railway Company and others. This case involved the reasonable- 
ness of certain rates from St. Louis to Dallas, an enterprising 
commercial center in the northern part of a common-point terri- 
tory of Texas. It appeared that traffic moved from interstate 
points to destinations in the Texas common-point territory under 
a system of rates that obtains in no other part of the United States 
of equal extent. In general, all points in this vast area take the 
same rates from many given points of origin on or east of the Mis- 
souri and Mississippi rivers. A change in the rates to one common 
point necessarily involves an extensive disturbance of rates to other 
common points, or must tend to disrupt the common-point system 
upon which commercial conditions in Texas are based. A controversy 
that questions the reasonableness of rates to one common point ought 
therefore to be presented in all its aspects and receive the fullest con- 
sideration before action is taken. The record disclosed no sufficient 
basis for an order and the Commission dismissed the complaint with- 
out prejudice. 

The complaint in the Albany Produce Company against the Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy Railway Company, decided by the Commission 
on October 8, 1907, drew in question the reasonableness of the rate on 
coal of $1.26 per ton from the Centerville district, Iowa, to Albany, 
Mo., in itself and as compared with the coal rate to St. Joseph, Mo. 
After the case was submitted the rate to Albany was reduced to $1 
per ton. The Commission held that, as tke lecoid i^iled to show that 
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the $1.25 rate was unreasonable in itself, or that the present rate of $1 
is excessive, or that the facts and circumstances disclosed unjust dis- 
crimination, the complaint should be dismissed. 

In the case of the Paper Mills Company against the PennsylYania 
Railroad Company and others, decided October 14, 1907, the question 
arose as to the lawfulness of the carriers' refusal to apply their carload 
rates to the transportation of mixed carloads of paper bags and wrap- 
ping paper from Baltimore, Md., to points in Southern Classification 
territory. 

The record showed that carload rates are applied on mixed carloads 
of the articles in question where the transportation is controlled by 
either the Western or the Official Classification, and that practice 
may or may not be lawful. That question was not then before the 
Commission for determination. But the record also showed that 
the practice has existed in the Western and Official territories for 
many years, while it has never prevailed in southern territory, and 
where a regulation pertaining to transportation has been in force 
during a long period of time business interests become so adjusted 
thereto that any abrupt and material change is almost certain to pro- 
duce undue and therefore imlawful discrimination. Upon the cir- 
cumstances disclosed by the record in this case the Commission decided 
that the carriers' refusal to apply their carload rates to shipments of 
wrapping paper and paper bags in mixed carloads was not imlawfuL 

On October 18, 1907, the Commission rendered its opinion in the 
three cases of Harth Brothers Grain Company against the Illinois 
Central Railroad Company and others, A. Waller & Company against 
the Illinois Central Railroad Company and others, and Waller, Yoimg 
& Company against the Illinois Central Railroad Company and others. 
It appeared in these cases that for several years the carriers maintained 
uniform rates on shipments of grain and Idndred products to Atlanta, 
Ga., and points beyond, from a group of towns on their lines, begin- 
ning on the north with Henderson and Uniontown, Ky., and includ- 
ing Morganfield, Henshaw, Corydon, Grove Center, and other near-by 
points; but on December 15, 1904, the carriers increased their rates 
to said destination points by adding 4 cents per 100 poimds on all 
shipments originating at any point in the group described except 
Henderson and Uniontown. This gave to Henderson and Uniontown 
lower rates than those appUcable from the intermediate points. On 
April 5, 1905, the carriers canceled the increased rate from the inter- 
mediate points, restoring the former rates, and thus again putting 
all points in this group upon an equal rate basis. Shippers filed 
petitions to obtain reparation on their shipments of hay and grain 
made from said points under the increased rates. The carriers stipu- 
lated that they would submit to a reparation order <wa. ^\sfo\iyi»a» ^*^ 



j 



50 BEPOBT OF THE INTEBSTATE COMMBBCB COMMI8SIOH. 

cents per 100 pounds on all shipments made during the period of the 
effectiveness of the higher rate. Upon that basis final adjustment of 
the controversy was agreed to and reparation orders aggregating 
$1,333.28 were entered. 

In the case of the Enterprise Manufacturing Company and others 
against the Creorgia Railroad Company and others, decided October 8 
last; the Commission again approved the rate of $1.25 per 100 pounds 
applying to the transportation of cotton goods from southern mills 
via Pacific ports to Asiatic ports, and held that natural advantages 
of location are neither to be enlarged nor minimized by the Com- 
mission. 

On the same date the Commission rendered decision in the case of 
the Farmers Warehouse Company against the Louisville & Nash- 
ville Railroad Company. It was the opinion of the Commission that 
the rate of 22 cents per 100 pounds applying on shipments of salt in 
carloads from New Orleans, La., to Cullman, Ala., was unduly exces- 
sive and that a rate of 20 cents per 100 pounds for such transporta- 
tion would be just. The Commission declared further in this case 
that it does not follow, as matter of course, where the Commission 
finds that the ends of justice require the reduction of a rate com- 
plained of that reparation must be ordered on shipments previously 
made. 

At the hearing of the complaint' in the case of the Lead Commercial 
Club against the Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company and the 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company, decided October 
7 last, it was disclosed that substantial reductions in rates on all 
classes of commodities from Chicago and Omaha to Lead were made 
in tariffs in press. It also appeared that the building of new lines 
had injected into the situation a competition which would probably 
affect further reductions. Tariffs subsequent to the hearing and 
prior to rendering the decision contained the reductions referred to, 
and in view of them and the probable effect of the new competition, 
the Commission held that xmder the circumstances and upon the 
record in this case no order changing the rates should now be made, 
and therefore dismissed the complaint. 

In the case of Wiemer & Rich against the Chicago & Northwestern 
Railway Company and others, decided November 6 last, involving 
minimum weights on shipments of hay from Ledyard, Iowa, to Minne- 
apolis, Minn., the Commission decided that it was not^reasonable that 
carriers imable to supply shippers with sufficient cars of large or 
average capacity should make such minimum loading requirements 
as can not be practically compUed with as to the smaller cars in order 
that they may obtain as much earnings from shipments therein as 
trora those in the larger and superior cars. 
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On March 13, 14, and 17, 1906, the Cambria Steel Company shipped 
1,560,340 pounds of steel rails from Johnstown, Pa., to Seattle, Wash., 
with freight charges at the rate of $13 per gross ton, aggregating 
$9,746.52, assessed imder the rules prescribed by the Master Car 
Builders' Association, which are enforced by the initial carrier, the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company, prohibiting the loading of 
60-foot steel rails on twin cars to a greater weight than 75 per cent of 
the marked capacity of the cars. Upon arrival of shipments at desti- 
nation additional charges of $2,779.40 were collected by the terminal 
carrier, the Great Northern Railway Company, covering that part of 
the haul from Kankakee to Seattle, iqider its rules providing that the 
minimum carload weight should be the marked capacity of the car. 
The Cambria Steel Company filed petition before the Commission 
against the Great Northern Railway Company, and upon the forego- 
ing statement of facts the Commission held that the rule or regulation 
of the defendant company, whereby freight charges were collected 
upon a higher minimum loading requirement than the practice of the 
carriers governed by the Master Car Builders' Association rules would 
permit, was unreasonable and unjust. This rule having been modi- 
fied subsequent to the movement of the shipments in question, no 
order is made ih regard thereto. The shipper was awarded reparation 
in the sum of $2,433.04, on accoimt of imreasonable charges collected 
on shipments specified herein. This decision was rendered on No- 
vember 6, 1907. 

The Commission in the two cases of the Laning-Harris Coal & 
Grain Company against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company, decided November 4, 1907, held that the act in specific 
terms provides that a common carrier shall not be required to give 
the use of its tracks or terminal facilities to another carrier engaged 
in Uke business. In the absence of tariflF provisions to the contrary, 
the transportation rate shown in a carrier's tariff on a certain com- 
modity to a given point is imderstood to include delivery only to in- 
industries or unloading points located upon its own rails. If a con- 
signee or owner of shipments desires delivery at a point located on 
the line of another carrier he must pay the lawful charge for such 
service. The shipper in these cases alleged that the carrier's pub- 
lished rate on grain to Kansas City included delivery at any point 
in Kansas City desired by the shipper, whether on the line of this 
particular carrier or on the lines of any other carrier; but the Com- 
mission declared that this contention possessed no merits and dis- 
missed the complaints. 

On November 4, 1907, the Commission rendered decision in the 
case of Leonard against the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway 
Company. Five other cases were decided in the same reijort^ wl 
they involved an identical queatioiL. \\. ^^5^^"^^ ^ *Oasi»i^ <a^«w^ 
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that in the transportation of coal by the carrier to Kansas City 
the consignee desired delivery on the lines of other carriers which 
assessed a switching charge of S3 per car. At one time the carrier 
absorbed such switching charge in its transportation charge, later 
discontinued the practice^ and subsequently resumed it. The com- 
plaints alleged that inasmuch as the carrier indulged in the prac- 
tice and after discontinuance resumed it that it has committed itself 
to the unreasonableness of requiring shippers to at any time pay 
said switching charge; and therefore reparation was asked for switch- 
ing charges paid during the period when the carrier required that 
such charges should be paid by shippers. The reasonableness of the 
charge of S3 per car for the service performed was not attacked, 
and no substantial showing was made as to the difference in com- 
mercial conditions which might have obtained. The Commission 
declared that to support the contention of the shippers in these cases 
would be to say that transportation charges must in every instance 
remain at a fixed figure or be reduced by the carrier at the peril of 
being called upon to respond in damages on all charges that have 
before that time been collected under the rates so reduced. It was 
admitted that no discrimination as between shippers was indulged 
in in the appUcation of the tariff charges and no showing was made 
in these cases that the tariff charges were unjust or unlawful. The 
complamts were dismissed. 

The complaint in the case of the A. M. Fellows Coal & Material Com- 
pany against the Missouri Pacific Railway Company, decided Novem- 
ber 4 last; alleged that the rate on coal from the mine at Jewett; Kans., 
to Kansas City; Mo., was unjust and unreasonable, but the record 
showed that the rate was the same as from other mines in the same field 
and that it was fixed in accordance with an established relation of rates 
on coal from other producing points to the same market. It also ap- 
peared that the rate complained of could not be changed without dis- 
turbing rates on coal, not only from other neighboring mines but from 
all the coal-producing centers the product of which is sent to Kansas 
City. The Commission dismissed the complaint in this case, holding 
that under the circumstances an order declaring such coal rate un- 
reasonable was not justified upon the record. 

In the case of the Missouri & Kansas Shippers' Association against 
the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company, decided November 4 
last; the Commission declared that it is essentially an administrative 
body; and that in the examination of formal complaints it ought to get 
at the real substance of the issue presented; imembarrassed by tech- 
nical considerations. In this proceeding, based on an infraction of 
section 4 of the act, a merely theoretical or paper rate that has not 
been used and was unknown to the carrier imtil casually discovered 
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will not be accepted as affording a just basis for an order for repara- 
tion on shipments made to an intermediate point at a slightly 
higher rate. 

On November 4, 1907, the Commission rendered its decision in 
the case of the Morse Produce Company against the Chicago, Mil- 
waukee & St. Paul Railway Company and others. The burden of 
the defense was borne by the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Rail- 
way Company.' It appeared that that carrier's rate on butter and 
eggs from Granite Falls, Minn., to Chicago, 111., was 59 cents per 100 
pounds in carload lots, while its rate from Pipestone, Minn., to Chi- 
cago was 47 cents per 100 pounds, although Granite Falls is 41 miles 
nearer Chicago, but on a different branch of the road. The Com- 
mission held that the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Com- 
pany's rate was unreasonable and unjust and should not exceed 47 
cents per 100 pounds. 

McLaughlin Brothers brought complaint before the Commission 
against the Adams Express Company. The facts in the case dis- 
closed that the express company's rate per car for the transportation 
of horses from New York to Columbus was $200, from Columbus to 
Kansas City $350, from Columbus to St. Paul $350. The rate per 
car from New York to St. Louis was $300, from St. Louis to Kansas 
City $150, from New York to Chicago $250, and from Chicago to St. 
Paul $200. It thus appeared that the total charge from New York 
to Kansas City when a shipment was stopped at St. Louis was $450, but 
when it was stopped at Columbus the total charge was $550. Similarly 
the charge from New York to St. Paul was $450 when the shipment was 
stopped at Chicago, and $550 when the shipment was stopped at Colum- 
bus. The Commission in deciding this case, on November 4 last, 
held that the rate of $350 per car from Columbus to Kansas City 
and Columbus to St. Paul was unjust and unreasonable and should 
not exceed $250 per car. 

In the case of the Commercial Club of Santa Barbara, Cal., against 
the Southern Pacific Company and others the commercial interests of 
the city of Santa Barbara asked that they be given the benefit of 
terminal rates on westbound transcontinental shipments, and based 
their petition upon the contention that the transportation conditions 
and circumstances obtaining in that city are similar to those which 
exist at other Pacific coast cities in the State of California to which 
such rates are voluntarily extended by the rail carriers; but the Com- 
mission held that from the facts disclosed by the record there is no 
real, potential, compelling competition between the transcontinental 
rail carriers and those carrying similar traffic by water which affects 
directly the rail rates obtaining at Santa Barbara, and that therefore 
the complaint should be dismissed. 
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CONCESSIONS OP RELIEF BY CARRIERS PENDING THE CONTROVERSY. 

Complaints in 14 cases involving various alleged violations of the 
act were dismissed upon complainants' request by the Commission 
during the year, because, pending the controversy, the defendants 
had complied with the complaints to the satisfaction of complainants. 
These cases are: 

Ohsman & Effron against the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail- 
way Company and others, decided March 25, 1907, involving rates 
on scrap iron in carloads from Cedar Rapids, Iowa, to Chicago, East 
St. Louis, and St. Louis. 

McRae Grocery Company and W. B. Folsom against the Southern 
Railway Company and others, decided April 8, 1907, involving class 
rates to McRae and Helena, Ga., from northeastern cities. 

Holcomb-Hayes Company against the Illinois Central Railroad 
/Company, decided April 29, 1907, involving the rates on cross-ties 
from Hopkinsville, Ky., to points in Illinois. 

Hale-Halsell Grocery Company against the Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Railway Company, decided May 1, 1907, involving rate on 
sugar in carloads from New Orleans to McAlester, Ind. T. 

WUhoit against the Missouri Pacific Railway Company and another, 
decided May 6, 1907, involving rate on oil originating at Pittsburg, 
Pa., from East St. Louis and St. Louis to Joplin, Mo. 

Wilhoit against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company, 
decided May 6, 1907, involving rates on refined oil from Erie, Kans., 
to Joplin and St. Louis, Mo. 

National Petroleum Association against the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company and others, decided May 13, 1907, involving rates on 
petroleum and its products from certain points in Pennsylvania and 
Ohio to Pacific coast terminals. 

National Petroleum Association against the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company and others, decided May 13, 1907, involving rate on 
petroleum and its products from Oil City, Pa., to Freeport, HI., via 
Chicago. 

Manufacturers' Club of Terre Haute against the Louisville & Nash- 
ville Railroad Company and another, decided May 13, 1907, involving 
rates on coke from points in Kentucky and Virginia to Terre Haute, 
Ind. 

Miller Brothers against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company, decided May 27, 1907, involving rates on hogs and cattle 
from BUss, Okla., to Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

Wilhoit against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company, 
decided May 27, 1907, involving rate on refined oil from Erie, Kans., 
to Springfield, Mo. 



DE0I8I0N8 OF THE COMMISSION. 55 

George D. Hope Lumber Company against the Missouri^ Kansas & 
Texas Railway Company, decided June 17, 1907, involving rate on coal 
in carloads from Mineral, Kans., to Freeman, Mo. 

Amarillo Gas Company against the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway Company and others, decided June 17, 1907, involving rates 
on crude petroleum and fuel oils from Indian Territory and Kansas 
points to Amarillo, Tex. 

Sioux City Commercial Club against the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Railway Company and others, decided June 24, 1907, involving 
class rates from Chicago to Sioux City, Iowa. 

ESTIMATED WEIGHTS. 

Two cases questioning the reasonableness of estimated weight 
arose during the past year. In the case of Payne against the Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company, decided June 7, 1907, 
the complaint alleged that the railway's carload rate on apples from 
Kansas City, Mo., to El Paso, Tex., was imreasonable in that under 
the Western Classification an arbitrary weight per barrel of apples is 
imposed which is approximately 20 poimds in excess of the actual 
weight of each barrel. At the hearing of the case the carrier offered 
to amend its tariffs covering shipments of apples to Texas so that the 
rate shall be applied to actual weight and offered to make reparation 
on the shipment complained of. The complainant accepted the offer 
and the complaint was dismissed. 

The other case involving the justness of estimated weight was that 
of White & Company against the Baltimore & Ohio Southwestern 
Railroad Company and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company, and 
was decided on July 8, 1907. The complaint in this case alleged 
that the carriers' carload rate on apples from certain points in 
Illinois to New York City was unreasonable in that an arbitrary 
weight greater than the actual weight was imposed, but subse- 
quently the railroads amended their tariffs so as to make them apply 
to the actual weight on such apples. The Commission has recog- 
nized the right of carriers, in order to facilitate the movement of busi- 
ness, to fix an estimated weight upon certain standard packages 
upon which a rate is based. This estimated weight is taken into 
consideration in the making of the rate itself, and of suchjBstimated 
weights shippers have the right to complain before this Commission 
and secure relief; but it was held that the facts in this case did not 
justify a holding that the estimated weight complained of was a 
violation of the act. Reparation was denied and the complaint 
dismissed. 
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ELEVATOR CHABQES. 

On April 9, 1907, the Commission rendered a decision In the Mat- 
ter of Allowances to Elevators by the Union Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany. This proceeding was a rehearing on the petition of the Chicago 
Great Western Railway Company, the Chicago, Burlington & Qnincy 
Railway Company, and the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company of an original inquiry set forth in detail in a former report 
and opinion of this Commission. After reviewing the testimony ad- 
duced on the rehearing the Commission decided that an allowance 
made to a shipper of grain, who furnishes elevation service under 
an arrangement with a carrier, is a rebate and an unlawful discrim- 
ination when it involves a profit over and above the actual cost to 
such shipper of the service rendered, but it is not a rebate when the 
allowance does not exceed the actual cost. The arrangement be- 
tween the Union Pacific Railroad Company and the Peavey eleva- 
tors at Coimcil Bluffs and Kansas City is not in itself imlawful, but 
the allowance of IJ cents per 100 poimdspaid by the railroad com- 
pany to these elevators controlled by the Peavey interests, who are 
large shippers of grain and own practically all the grain going into 
the elevators, was in excess of the actual cost of the service, and was 
a rebate and therefore unlawful. The Commission ordered that such 
allowance be reduced and shall not exceed three-fourths of a cent per 
100 pounds. 

Elevation is defined as imloading grain from cars or grain-carrying 
vessels into a grain elevator and loading it out again after a period 
of not to exceed ten days. It does not include ' ' treatment ' ' or grading, 
cleaning, and clipping of grain. Retention in an elevator beyond ten 
days becomes storage and is not part of the service of elevation as that 
word is used in the statute. The law recognizes elevation as a facility 
which the carrier may provide and this authorizes the carrier to grant 
grain elevation at destination or while the traffic is in transit, subject 
only to the restriction imposed by the act that elevation, like any 
other service offered by the carrier to shippers, must be open to all 
on equal and reasonable terms. Since a carrier subject to the act to 
regulate commerce is entitled to provide elevation for grain shipments, 
such carrier may either construct and operate the elevator itself or 
furnish elevation by arrangement with the owner of an elevator; and 
the amoimt of compensation paid by the carrier to the owner of an 
elevator rendering the service is of no concern to shippers or to other 
carriers, imless it operates to affect the rates charged by the carrier 
upon the grain traffic or by some device a portion of the allowance is 
returned to shippers and thus becomes a rebate. 

It appeared in the case of the City Coimcil of Atchison, Kans., 
ag&inst the Misaown Pacific Railway CompMiy and otlxera, decided 
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April 29; 1907, that the carriers granted certam free services in the 
elevation, transfer, mixing, cleaning and other handling of grain at 
Kansas City, Mo., and Argentine, Leavenworth, and Kansas City, 
Kans., which were withheld by them at Atchison, Kans., to which 
point they have established the same rates as those in force at said 
other cities. 

The Commission decided that if free elevator service is granted 
by defendants at Kansas City, Leavenworth, or Argentine and is 
withheld at Atchison, it clearly gives those favored that much advan- 
tage in the handling and marketing of grain. The same is true of any 
free service rendered by a carrier in connection with the transporta- 
tion of grain for which otherwise the shipper would be required to pay. 
The defendant carriers and others have volimtarily made Kansas 
City, Mo., Atchison, Kansas City, Argentine, and Leavenworth, 
Kans., common points as to rate making, and they must not now dis- 
criminate imjustly as between them to the great disadvantage or irrep- 
arable injury of markets and business enterprises which with their 
assistance and cooperation have been built up and established on the 
reasonable expectation that common rates and substantially equal 
privileges would be continued. The Conunission therefore ordered 
that the railroad should not grant or furnish at Kansas City, Mo., 
Kansas City, Leavenworth, or Argentine, Kans., any elevator allow- 
ance or free service in connection with the elevation, transfer, mixing) 
cleaning, clipping, drying, weighing, storage, loading out, or shipment 
of grain which is not granted or furnished at the same time in like 
service or equivalent allowance to the same degree and extent at 
Atchison. 

On Jime 28 last the Conunission denied defendants' motion for 
rehearing in this proceeding. 

COMFBESSION OP COTTON IN TRANSIT. 

Two decisions involving the question of undue discrimination 
caused by the compression of cotton in transit were made by the 
Conmiission during the past year. 

The first of these is the case of the Muskogee Commercial Club and 
Muskogee Traffic Bureau against the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Rail- 
way Company, and was decided on July 8 last^ The matter com- 
plained of in this decision was the practice of the carrier of 
hauling "flat" or uncompressed cotton through and out of Musko- 
gee, Ind. T., to South McAlester, Ind. T., for compression at that point, 
while refusing at the same time to haul "flat'' cotton through and out 
of South McAlester for compression at Muskogee. It appeared that 
•the carrier's rules for compression of cotton in transit allowed utlca^sn^ 
pressed cotton, on demand oi sYdp\i^T^, \,o\>^ V^^x^ <5iviX. <5>\"^^ccs^'^sj§^'^ 
And points north, including the Ta\s«. diV^sLOT^, \«t ^orKv^^^'^®.^^ 
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South McAlester, but did not allow uncompressed cotton to be 
taken out of or through South McAlester for compression at Mus- 
kogee. A large portion of the cotton grown in the territory tributary 
to Muskogee is sold in the East, and is always compressed before 
being loaded for the long haul. Under the practice of compressing 
at South McAlester, uncompressed cotton originating at Muskogee 
and points north was hauled by the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Company to South McAlester, unloaded at that compress, compressed, 
reloaded, and then hauled back over the same line of railroad, passing 
again through Muskogee to defendant's eastern terminus, involving 
an extra service of 124 miles for which the carrier received no com- 
pensation. The Commission decided that the railway's rule for com- 
pression of cotton resulted in undue prejudice against Muskogee, and 
that the carrier should grant all the privileges to one compression 
point herein considered that it grants to the other. 

The fact that a compress company has another compress at Fort 
Smith and threatens, unless the foregoing preference is given to its 
compress at South McAlester, to divert its cotton traffic to another 
railroad, does not in the opinion of the Commission justify discrimi- 
nation in the rules or practices of defendant, as the competition 
described is not the character of competition that relieves from 
the operation of the statute. The question of compression of cotton 
•in transit is not one with which a railroad may deal entirely as it 
sees fit and without respect to the effect which its practices have 
upon the transportation of cotton. Either the carrier must publish 
a rate upon uncompressed cotton and another rate upon compressed 
cotton and divorce itself entirely from the matter of compression, 
or else such compression as is given by the railroad becomes subject 
to the jurisdiction of this Commission; and where a railroad company 
declares a policy which allows compression of cotton in transit at the 
nearest point it can not vary that rule so as to give certain shippers 
the opportunity to avoid it and thereby receive an advantage which 
is not given to shippers generally. 

In the second case, the Commercial and Industrial Association of 
Union Springs, Ala., against the Central of Georgia Railway Com- 
pany, decided July 10, 1907, it was alleged, first, that the carrier 
refused to apply and protect the through rate from points of origin 
to points of ultimate destination on cotton shipped into Union 
Springs, there compressed, and again shipped out; second, that 
being interested itself in compresses at Montgomery, Columbus, 
Troy, Eufaula, and other points, it hauled uncompressed cotton 
which it received on ite Une at and near Union Springs away from 
that place to the other points mentioned, sometimes in the reverse 
direction from ultimate destinations, for the purpose of having the 
cotton compressed in transit, while it xetused otiy «Jiio^«iXie,^ «i\Xi«t 
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to the compress or to the shipper in case the cotton was compressed 
at Union Springs. 

The testimony did not support the first alleged discrimination 
above stated. The through rates from point of origin of the uncom- 
pressed cotton to ultimate destination were applicable whether the 
cotton be stopped at Union Springs or any other point for com- 
pression. The facts developed as a basis for the second alleged dis- 
crimination above stated are conceded to be in a measure true. 
This practice, however, was thought to be justified by defendant 
carrier upon the ground that compression is done for the sole purpose 
of securing economic transportation and may or may not be neces- 
sary, dependent upon whether the cotton is to be transported a 
long or a short distance, and that neither the grower nor the con- 
sumer, but only the carrier, is interested in such compression. The 
Commission held that the reasonableness of the practice of considering 
compression of cotton in transit as an incident of transportation, and 
therefore a matter wholly within the discretion and control of the 
carrier as to the instruments employed, neither the grower nor the 
consumer being directly interested, could not be determined without 
a general investigation covering the whole field of production and 
markets, and could not be decided on an insufficient inquiry at a 
single point. The complaint was therefore dismissed without 
prejudice. 

UNDUE DISCRIMINATION IN RATES AND FACILITIES. 

Undue discrimiriation in rates, — On March 7, 1907, the Commission 
rendered decision in the case of Durham against the Illinois Central 
Railroad Company. The complaint alleged that a rate of 21 cents 
per 100 poimds on brick machinery in carloads from Lochland, Ky., 
to East St. Louis, 111., compared with the rate of 15 cents for the 
longer distance over the same line from Louisville, Ky., to East St. 
Louis was imreasonable, Lochland being 8 miles nearer the point 
of destination. It appeared that the rate from Louisville was fixed 
imder competition by rail and by water. 

The question presented by this case was one which has been often 
before the Commission and which has been frequently ruled upon by 
the courts. Assuming, as we must in this case, that the rate from 
Louisville to East St. Louis is fixed by competition over which the 
defendant has no control, it is evident that the rate from Lochland 
can not be higher than the local rate from Lochland to Louisville plus 
the rate from Louisville to East St. Louis. The defendant carries 
only about 2 per cent of the traffic between Louisville and East St. 
Louis. If it were to withdraw from that business entirely, so that 
it maintained no rate between those ^\tv\%, >Jcv^ ^QrcK^'Na\»s>X.^^^^^^N^ 
be in BO respect benefited, since \ie Nvo\AdL\i^ oX^X^gb^iL \r> ^Gs:^\si& *^^- 
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fic into Louisville and by that route to East St. Louis. If the rate 
charged from Lochland to East St. Louis was unreasonable^ it 
should have been reduced and the complainant awarded reparation, 
but the Commission could not find that it was. 

Following the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States, 
the Commission held that the carrier may meet the rate at Louisville 
without reducing its intermediate rates to the same level, and that 
it is not in violation of either the third or fourth sections in charging 
the higher rate from Lochland. 

In the case of the Texas Cement Plaster Company against the St. 
Louis & San Francisco Railroad Company and the St. Louis, San 
Francisco & Texas Railway Company, decided March 25, 1907, it 
appeared that the rate per 100 pounds on cement plaster in carloads 
from Quanah, Tex., to St. Louis, Mo., 728 miles, was 18 cents, and 
to Kansas City, Mo., 571 miles, 13 cents, while on cement plaster in 
carloads from Cement, Okla., 602 miles, a rate of 10 cents, and to 
Kansas City, 445 miles, a rate of 8 cents were maintained. These rates 
were alleged to unlawfully discriminate against plaster shipped from 
Quanah. It also appeared that the St. Louis & San Francisco Rail- 
road Company made the rate from Cement to enable plaster from 
that point to compete with other plasters in the St. Louis and Kan- 
sas City markets. The cost of transportation is not greater over 
the line from Quanah to Cement than from Cement to St. Louis, 
and it seems that defendants would make the same profit if they 
hauled Quanah plaster at the same rate per ton per mile that is 
applied from Cement. The rate from Quanah is over the con- 
nected lines of defendant, but the St. Louis, San Francisco & 
Texas Railway Company is controlled by the St. Louis & San 
Francisco Railroad Company, and both are operated as one system. 

The Commission decided that the rates from Quanah to St. Louis 
and Kansas City were imlawful; that a rate per 100 poimds not 
exceeding lOJ cents from Quanah to Kansas City and not exceeding 
12 cents from Quanah to St. Louis should be maintained by the 
railroads so long as the rates per 100 poimds to Kansas City and 
St. Louis from Cement are 8 and 12 cents, respectively, and that in 
case of change in said rates from Cement the rate from Quanah to 
Kansas City should not be more than 128 per cent of the rate from 
Cement to Kansas City, and the rate from Quanah to St. Louis should 
not be more than 120 per cent of the rate from Cement to St. Louis. 
Complainant was awarded reparation. The Commission further held 
in this case that a railroad company can not arbitrarily determine 
that a particular mill shall compete in a certain market with other 
localities and that other mills on its lines shall not so compete, 
particularly where the discrimination is not justified by operating 
€^nditioiia. 
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The case of the Omaha Grain Exchange against the Union Pacific 
Raih*oad Company was decided on March 25 last. The raih*oad 
company had in force a rate of 1 cent per 100 pounds, minimum 
charge $5 per car, for transferring grain in carloads from Council 
Bluffs, Iowa, to Omaha and South Omaha, Nebr. Its rate for trans- 
ferring grain from Omaha and South Omaha to Coimcil Bluffs for 
delivery upon its own tracks was $2 per car, which was put in to 
induce construction and maintenance of a modem and capacious 
elevator on its line in Council Bluffs, and a higher rate, was charged 
by it on grain transferred to Council Bluffs for delivery to elevators 
or industries on other lines. The deUvery of grain by the railroad 
in Omaha or South Omaha is for industries or elevators on other lines, 
for which, imder car-service rules, it must allow such other lines $2 
per car per diem rental. The grain rates from the west to Omaha, 
South Omaha, and Council Bluffs are the same, while from the east 
the rates to Council Bluffs are less than to Omaha or South Omaha. 
The charge from Council Bluffs and South Omaha was complained of 
as imjust and imreasonable ; but the Commission held that the com- 
plaint should be dismissed. 

In another case the Howard Mills Company complained against 
the Missouri Pacific Railway Company and others, alleging that the 
carriers unduly discriminated against Kansas millers in favor of 
California miUers by exacting rates for the transportation of flour 
which were 10 cents greater per 100 pounds than the rates contem- 
poraneously exacted by them for the transportation of wheat from 
Wichita and other shipping points in Kansas to points in California 
known as ''Pacific coast terminals." It was also alleged that rates 
were exacted for the transportation of flour which were 35 cents 
per 100 pounds greater than the rates contemporaneously exacted 
by them for the transportation of wheat from said shipping points 
to Phoenix, Ariz. The Commission held that under the circum- 
stances and conditions disclosed by the record in this case, and fol- 
lowing decisions of this Commission in other siimlar cases, the flour 
rates between said shipping and destination points should not exceed 
the wheat rates between such points by more than 7 cents per 100 
pounds. There is no inflexible requirement that rates upon grain 
and the products of the grain should be, under all circumstances, the 
same, but rather that carriers may, in just regard for their own 
interests or to meet special conditions, vary those rates within nar- 
row limits. When once the relation has been established, business 
developed, and money expended upon the strength of it, then the 
carrier can not, in the absence of some specific reason, change that 
relation; nor would this Commission direct a change. This decisioiL 
was rendered June 24 last. 
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In the case of Desel-Boettcher Company against the Kansas City 
Southern Railway Company and others, decided Jmie 24 last, 
it appeared that for the purpose of naming rates to various 
points in Texas stations upon the Kansas City Southern Rail- 
way are grouped in territories. Coming south from Kansas City 
all stations up to but not including Siloam Springs are in 
Kansas City territory, while Siloam Springs and stations for a 
certain distance south are embraced in Little Rock territory. The 
railway companies transferred Siloam Springs from Little Rock 
territory into Kansas City territory. The Desel-Boettcher Com- 
pany alleged that this change, resulting in an advance of the rates 
on green apples in carloads from 49 cents to 58 cents per 100 pounds 
from Siloam Springs to Houston, Tex., was unwarranted; but the 
Commission decided that as Siloam Springs is in the apple-growing 
district the change to the Kansas City group did not result in undue 
discrimination. Group rates must of necessity result in a certain 
amount of discrimination, but they should produce as little dis- 
crimination as possible. 

The Commercial and Industrial Association of Union Springs, Ala., 
complained against the Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company 
and a number of carriers, alleging that Union Springs was unduly 
discriminated against in rates from St. Louis, Nashville, and 
Memphis when compared with the rates from said points to 
Columbus, OpeUka, Eufaula, and Montgomery. The complainant 
demanded that Union Springs be placed by the carriers in the 
same group with Columbus and Montgomery, and though the 
conditions are not the same, there is much to be said in support 
of this contention. But in view of the construction of the statute 
by the Supreme Court of the United States that the carriers may 
and the Commission must in the adjustment of rates give due 
consideration to competition whether by rail or water or of markets, 
and that the greater charges for shorter distances than for longer 
ones, even over the same Une in the same direction, the shorter being 
included in the longer, made with due regard to the existence of com- 
petition at the longer distance point and the lack of it at the shorter, 
or having regard to the degree of potency of such competition at the 
respective points, is not unreasonably discriminatory and therefore 
not forbidden by law, the Commission found it difficult to discover 
any basis to condemn the rates in question as unduly discriminatory. 
This decision was rendered on July 11 last. 

On the same date the Commission rendered its decision in the case 

of Quimby and others against the Clyde Steamship Company and 

others. It appeared in this case that class rates from North 

Atlantic ports were the same to a group of suburban mills as to 

Augusta, Ga., for ten or twelve years beioie \3aft «fcaox^\.\oTL oi 
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the South Carolina & Georgia Raiboad by the Southern Railway 
Company. Subsequent to such absorption the long-existing rates 
to these suburban points of Aiken, Graniteville; Langley, and Black- 
ville, S. C, from Boston, Providence, New York, Philadelphia, and 
Baltimore were increased by the concerted action of the carriers, 
though the mill group is still recognized on shipments in the opposite 
direction. This grouping system is still effective to the extent of 
classing together some of these suburban points which a^e as far apart 
as Augusta is from the nearest. Water lines by way of the Savannah 
River secure most of the freight of the heavy and bulky classes for 
these mills, and a restoration of the Augusta rates to these suburban 
points would divert much of this traffic to defendant lines, and thus 
increase their revenue. 

The Commission decided that the present class rates from the points 
of origin to said South Carolina points, excepting Blackville, were 
unreasonable and unjust in so far as they exceeded the rates from 
the same points of origin to Augusta, Ga. Blackville is situated 46 
miles east of Augusta, and the Commission was not satisfied that it 
should be included in the same group with the other places. 

Undue discnmination in facilities. — ^The case of Preston & Davis 
against the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Company 
decided April 26, 1907, arose upon a regulation put in force by the 
railway company on October 15, 1906, whereby it discontinued the 
delivery of petroleum oil in tank cars to Preston & Davis at its 
Brooklyn terminal located at the foot of Clymer street. It was fairly 
demonstrated by the evidence that continued exclusion of Preston 
& Davis from this terminal would prevent them from bringing oil in 
tanks to Brooklyn and consequently put them out of business alto- 
gether in that city or compel them to again purchase their supplies 
from the Standard Oil Company. Either of these results would 
inure to the benefit of that company by eliminating the competition 
of complainants. 

The Commission was led to the conclusion that the carrier's order 
subjected Preston & Davis to imdue and unreasonable prejudice and 
disadvantage in violation of the statute. An order was accordingly 
entered requiring the defendant on or before Jime 15, 1907, to rescind 
the prohibitive regulation in question and to thereafter allow and 
provide for the delivery of oil in tank cars at this Brooklyn terminal 
under reasonable rules and conditions respecting the time and manner 
of unloading. The railroad company filed in the circuit court for the 
southern district of New York against this Commission and Preston 
& Davis a petition praying for an order of the court to restrain 
enforcing the order of the Commission. The result of this litigation 
appears in another portion of this report. 

24274—08 5 
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An important embargo case, Rogers & Company against the Phila- 
delphia & Reading Railway Company, was decided by the Commis- 
sion on July 8 last. It appeared in this case that in July, 1906, the 
railway company issued a special embargo on complainant's ship- 
ments of hay and straw destined to its Twenty-third and Arch Street 
station in Philadelphia. This embargo was in effect about ten days, 
and then it was canceled, but in that period complainant's consign- 
ments of hay^to that station were rejected by the defendant, and 
delivery of shipments arriving at Philadelphia for complainant was 
made only at some other station. Other receivers of hay, however, 
competitors of complainant, were, during said period, allowed to have 
hay consigned to and to receive the same at this station. 

The Commission decided that the embargo constituted an imlawful 
discrimination against Rogers & Company by the carrier. Whatever 
may be said of an embargo against one commodity only in a time of 
congestion, nothing can be said for an embargo which refuses transpor- 
tation facilities to some establishments while according such facilities 
to their competitors. If the exercise of such a power were to be at 
all tolerated, carriers would be able to issue sentence of commercial 
death against some of their patrons while continuing to serve others. 
This Commission has jurisdiction to award reparation for the detri- 
ment directly and proximately resulting from it. Reparation has 
repeatedly been given for damage resulting from discrimination in 
the furnishing of cars to shippers, and there is no distinction in prin- 
ciple between a discrimination in the furnishing of facilities with 
which to originate a shipment and such a discrimination as is here 
shown in the furnishing of f aciUties with which to receive a shipment. 
Pending complainant's action as to offering proof of reparation no 
order was entered in this case. 

The Commission, on Jime 17, 1907, dismissed the complaint of the 
New York Team Owners' Association against the Southern Pacific 
Company. It appeared that the Southern Pacific Company employed 
a particular trucking firm to transport through shipments via its 
line from railroad depots in and about New York City to its pier 
No. 25, in New York, and gave preference at such pier to the 
through traffic transferred by such trucking firm over traffic 
originating in New York and vicinity brought to the pier by other 
trucking firms. The pier was inadequate for the business of 
defendant, and congestion and delay resulted; but the pier was not 
closed at night until all waiting trucks were unloaded, and it is soon 
to be considerably enlarged. No instance of injury resulting to ship- 
pers or their traffic and no discrimination amounting to exclusion 
from the pier was shown. The Commission held that such preference 
did not operate unduly or unreasonably against other truck owners 
members ot the complaining association. 
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It appeared in the case of Walker against the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad Company and the United States Express Company, decided 
June 10, 1907, that the carriers operate, for the convenience of 
suburbanites, a "parcels express" from Philadelphia, Pa., to cer- 
tain points upon the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, whereby packages 
of not more than 50 pounds can be sent to such points by affixing 
a stamp, the charge for which varies according to weight. The 
complainant desired to send packages in this manner from Phila- 
delphia to Hockessin, Del., one of the stations to which this arrange- 
ment extends, and had been in some instances refused this privilege 
upon the ground, apparently, that he was not a patron of the road. 

At the time Walker was refused this privilege it was accorded to 
the public generally and without question at most places, although 
there seems to have been some feeble attempt to limit its use in the 
sending of parcels to Hockessin. Since the amended act took effect, 
August 28, 1906, the privilege has been extended to the complainant 
and all other members of the public, but the carriers insisted that it 
was . their right to restrict it to the patrons of the road, for whose 
benefit it was intended, and asked the opinion of the Commission 
upon that point. 

Upon the facts existing previous to August 28 last the complaint 
was well foimded. To select the complainant and apply to him a 
particular rule which was not applied to the public generally was 
dearly an unjust discrimination. The defendant railroad company 
transports packages of a certain kind free only when they belong to 
commuters or to a person who is a passenger upon the train. No 
opinion is expressed upon the lawfulness of this practice, nor as to 
whether the defendant might, as part of the contract of sale of a 
commutation ticket, provide that the privileges of this parcels 
express should be extended to the holder of such ticket or that the 
purchase of a ticket to one of these stations should carry with it the 
right to purchase and use a certain number of these stamps. What- 
ever of that sort is done should be clearly specified in the tariff, and 
until such tariff is filed the Commission will vouchsafe no opinion 
upon its lawfulness. 

A case involving alleged undue discrimination against colored 
passengers was decided by the Commission on June 24, 1907. The 
complainant in this case, Georgia Edwards, was a negro woman resid- 
ing at Chattanooga, Tenn., and the defendant was the Nashville, 
Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Company, operating the Western & 
Atlantic Railroad. On August 31, 1006, the complainant piu'chased 
a ticket entitling her to a first-class passage from Chattanooga, Tenn., 
to Dalton, Ga., over defendant's said line of railway. She entered 
and occupied a seat in a car assigned to \3ls^ o\ ^^^^s^^vj^^^^ v^N^^t K^csasa. 
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negroes, whereupon she was informed by the carrier's flagman that 
she was in the wrong car and was requested to go .to that portion 
of another car set apart for the use of people of her race. This she 
refused to do, however, whereupon the flagman notified the carrier's 
assistant station agent of the circumstances and the latter removed 
the complainant to the car last referred to, using only such force as 
was necessary for that purpose. Complainant claimed that the car 
into which she was removed was not as clean as the car first occupied 
by her, but this claim was not supported by the record. 

These two cars were of the same quality, having seats of the same 
size, upholstered in a like maimer, and with exactly the same quaUty 
of goods. One of them was used by white passengers, and was provided 
with towels and wash bowls, while the other was without such con- 
veniences. The latter was constructed as follows: A partition placed 
in the middle of the car divided it into two compartments and en- 
trance from one to the other was through a swinging door which, after 
being opened, closed automatically. Negro passengers were required 
to occupy one of these compartments, while the other was occupied 
by other passengers who wished to smoke. 

In one end of the other passenger coach therd was a compartment 
for smokers accommodating seven persons, but defendant did not 
provide any separate smoking compartment for negroes. While 
only one toilet was provided in the negro compartment, the car which 
was entirely used by other passengers had two, marked in such a 
way as to indicate that one was to be used by men and the other 
by women; but such restriction was only partially enforced. The 
principal reason for providing two toilets in one case and only one 
in the other was that the number of passengers carried in the negro 
compartment was very much less than the number contemporaneously 
transported in the other car. The carrier assigned to the use of 
negro passengers about one-sixth of the space in its passenger trains, 
while the number of negroes transported by defendant was only 
about one-fifteenth of the total. 

When there were no women in the colored compartment, smoking 
there was allowed, but not otherwise. It sometimes happened that a 
car provided by defendant for the use of white passengers had no 
wash basin and only one toilet and no smoking compartment, and 
smoking was allowed in such cars if there were no women present. 

The broad question of the right imder the thirteenth and fourteenth 
amendments to the Constitution to segregate white and colored pas- 
sengers has been upheld by the Supreme Court of the United States. 
Accepting these decisions as conclusive upon the constitutionality of 
such laws, the Commission has held that the separation of white and 
eolored passengers paying the same fare is not unlawful if cars and 
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accommodations equal in all respects are furnished to both and the 
same care and protection of passengers is observed. 

While, therefore, the reasonableness of such regulations as to inter- 
state passenger traffic is established, it by no means follows that car- 
riers may discriminate between white and colored passengers in the 
accommodations which they furnish to each. If a railroad provides 
certain facilities and accommodations for first-<;lass passengers of the 
white race, it is commanded by the law that like accommodations 
shall be provided for colored passengers of the same class. The 
principle that must govern is that carriers must serve equally well all 
passengers, whether white or colored, paying the same fare. Failure 
to do this is discrimination and subjects the passenger to undue and 
unreasonable prejudice and disadvantage. 

In this case it was manifest that defendant unduly and unjustly 
discriminated in some particulars against colored passengers; and 
the Commission ordered therefore that where the defendant carrier 
provides a washbowl and towels in coaches deyoted to the use of 
white passengers and a separate smoking compartment for such pas- 
sengers also similar accommodations shall be provided for colored 
passengers paying the same fare. 

In the case of the Railroad Commission of Ohio against the Hocking 
Valley Railway Company and the similar case of the same complain- 
ant against the Wheeling & Lake Erie Railroad Company, the Com- 
mission rendered a decision involving unjust discrimination in the 
distribution of cars. This decision was rendered Julv 11 last. The 
facts appearing in these cases are as follows: The carriers are en- 
gaged principally in the transportation of coal from mines located 
upon their lines. Certain railways purchase their fuel supply from 
coal operators owning mines upon the lines of the carriers and 
send their own cars upon the lines of these railways consigned to 
the coal companies with which railways so sending their cars have 
contracts for fuel supply. Certain other coal operators have upon 
the lines of one of the defendants leased, or so-called "private" cars, 
devoted exclusively to the use of such lessees. During a part of the 
year the carriers were unable to furnish all of the cars desired by 
coal operators along their lines, and at such times the available 
cars not. specially consigned or restricted as to use were divided 
among the several coal companies according to the capacities of their 
several mines. But in such distribution the foreign railway fuel cars 
and the leased or private cars were excluded from consideration and 
were given to the coal companies to which they were consigned or 
assigned in addition to the full share of cars allotted to such mines in 
the proportionate distribution. 

The complainant alleged unjust discriioixi^lvysY ^j^^iijcfiX* ^^'^^^^ ^'^•s^ 
opGT&tors along the lines of the camera, Vxi XJcksA. «OlOcl $£kaXx^'>^^^'^ ^ 
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cars and such failure to count foreign railway fuel cars and the 
leased or private cars gave the coal operators to whom such cars 
were consigned and assigned unwarranted advantages over other 
operators in the mining and marketing of coal. The Commission 
decided that a carrier. should give to owner or lessee of private cars 
the use of such cars, and should also give to a coal company the 
foreign railway fuel cars consigned to it; but such private and for- 
eign railway fuel cars should in the distribution of cars be counted 
against the company to which delivered and such company should 
not be given in addition to such delivery a share of the system 
cars, except when the number of private and foreign railway cars so 
delivered to it is less than its distributive share of the available 
cars, including system cars, foreign railway fuel cars, and so-called 
private cars, in which event it should be given only so many of the 
system cars as are necessary, when added to the number of private 
and foreign railway fuel cars assigned to it, to make up its distribu- 
tive share of the total available cars, including system cars, foreign 
railway fuel cars, and private cars. 

On May 13 last the Commission rendered an opinion in the case 
of Jones and others against the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. In the fall of 1905 the railroad company moved its 
station at Chase, Ind. T., 3i miles west to a junction point with 
another carrier also called Chase. 

The complainants alleged that such removal of the station resulted 
in undue prejudice to the locality of old Chase; but the Com- 
mission decided that the record did not show that the interests of 
the general public were impaired by the removal of the station to 
the new point, and that complainants were not entitled to an order 
requiring the carrier to reerect and maintain a station at old Chase. 
The railroad having the lawful right, in the public interest as well 
as in its own interest, to move its station to the near point, it can 
not be held liable for damages alleged to have been sustained as 
a consequence of such action. 

The obligation to provide station facilities at a given point along 
the Une of a railroad may arise under the terms of the charter of a 
company or may be imposed by statute, and some authorities assert 
that the duty exists at common law; but the Commission is not the 
proper forum to which to appeal for the enforcement either of a 
charter, statutory or common-law obligation, as it has no authority 
to issue writ of mandamus, and possesses no common-law jurisdic- 
tion. And the contention that the Commission has power, under the 
act to regulate commerce, as amended June 29, 1906, to require a 
common carrier to locate or relocate and maintain a station at a given 
point is open to doubt. Without deciding this question here, it is 
mamfest that the Commission should not exercise such power unless 
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ail the facts and conditions indicate that the interests of the general 
public in the locality involved are materially impaired by the lack of 
such facilities. 

In the case of Barden & Swarthout against the Lehigh Valley Rail- 
way Company, decided June 10, 1907, the petition prayed the Com- 
misdon to require the railroad company to provide a switch con- 
nection to a proposed industrial siding on complainants' property in 
the city of Geneva, N. Y. It appeared that a verbal understand- 
ing was had between complainants and the carrier in 1904 for the 
construction of said siding and switch. Complainants refused to 
sign an agreement containing a stipulation that coal business should 
never be carried on in connection with the siding and switch, and 
the carrier refused to make the switch connection. Complainants 
brought suit in court, but proper service was not had and the suit 
was abandoned. After the act to regulate commerce was amended 
complaint was filed with the Commission praying for an order for 
switch connection and^for reparation on account of estimated busi- 
ness losses. # 

The Commission decided that it does not recognize the right of a 
carrier to dictate as to the business which will be conducted from and 
along a siding which is connected with its line, excepting so far as 
may be reasonable with regard to commodities, the transportation 
and storage of which is attended by much risk and danger to life and 
property. 

Prior to the enactment of the amendments to the act to regulate 
commerce, which were approved June 29, 1906, this Commission was 
not empowered to order such switch connection. Among such 
amendments is one specifically requiring complainants to make writ- 
ten application upon the carrier for the desired switch connection 
before they can legally file complaint with the Commission. In order 
for the Commission to have jurisdiction of the question it is therefore 
necessary that such written appUcation be made subsequent to the 
date upon which said amendment became effective. In this case 
no such appUcation had been made since 1904, and consequently 
the complaint was dismissed because of lack of jurisdiction. 

On June 17 last, the Commission decided the case of Nield against 
the Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Company. 
The complainant in this case, a coal dealer, sought an order com- 
pelling the railway company to make a side track connection 
from its lines with his coal sheds, which are located on land immedi- 
ately adjoining the station grounds and right of way of the railway 
at Sioux Falls, S. Dak. The defendant was willing to install such 
aide track upon payment of actual cost thereof and agreement by 
complainant that the side track might be^ t^tclo^^^^V^^^t^-^^^^'^^ 
new station building is undertaken, ^wdv o«.et ^^-^^ ^R^ ^<ot>::^«2^«s^ 
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all that the Commissioii could order to be given under the evidence. 
It was deemed best to leave the parties to themselves to work out 
a settlement. The case was not, however, dismissed, the Commis- 
sion retaining jurisdiction to make an order should the same be 
necessary. 

The McRae Terminal Company, owning a railroad about 1 mile 
long from a point near the Southern Railway, in McRae, Ga., to a 
point near the Seaboard Air Line, alleged that the Southern Railway 
Company and the Seaboard Air Lane Railway declined to make wil^ 
it a physical connection at its termini and asked this Commission to 
order such connection under the provisions of the first section. The 
railroads denied jurisdiction of the Commission to make the order and 
further insisted that if the jurisdiction exists no order should be made 
upon fact. 

The Commission decided on Jime 24 last that as such connections 
were practicable, could be made without hazard to the public, 
and the terminal company's prospective business was sufficient to 
justify the connections, the carriers should give complainant the 
physical connections asked for, but they should be made at the 
expense of complainant; but definite order was withheld pending 
action of defendants and taking of further testimony. The consti- 
tutional question raised by the railroads was not noticed. The 
Supreme Court of the United States held in Wisconsin, Minnesota 
& Pacific Railroad Company against Jacobson, 179 U. S., 287, that 
an order of the State Conmiission of Minnesota directing a physical 
connection between two railroads of that State, in pursuance of a 
statute of the State, was a vaUd exercise of authority, and we see 
no reason why Congress may not, as it has done, exercise the same 
authority over a railway handUng interstate traffic which the State 
can exercise with respect to State traffic. 

THROUGH ROUTES AND JOINT RATES. 

On February 23, 1907, the Commission rendered a decision in the 
case of the Cattle Raisers' Association of Texas against the Galves- 
ton, Harrisburg and San Antonio Railway Company and others. 
The association alleged failure by railroads to establish a through 
route and joint rate on beef cattle from pomts on the International 
& Great Northern Railroad in Texas to New Orleans, La. It 
appeared that formerly a through route and joint rate of 45 cents 
per 100 pounds, except from Laredo, Tex., from which it was 47 
cents, were discontinued by defendants other than the International 
& Great Northern Railroad Company on October 14, 1906, because 
of dissatisfaction with the rate divisions. There is no other practical 
route from the points of shipment to New Orleans, and much 
Inconvenience and loss resulted to shippers ttom. d^aCrOxAmxivxi^^ ^1 
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the route. The Commission decided that the* public interests 
required establishment and maintenance of the through route and 
joint through rates, and that the route and former joint rates 
should be reestablished; but no opinion upon the reasonableness 
of such rates was expressed, and this decision is without prejudice 
to the determination of the question of reasonableness which may 
be involved in another proceeding now pending. 

In the case of the Birmingham Packing Company against the Texas 
& Pacific Railway Company and others, decided March 7 last, the 
packing company alleged failure by the railroads to establish a 
through route and joint rate on beef cattle from Fort Worth, Tex., to 
Birmingham, Ala. Joint rates were established over their lines be- 
tween the points mentioned on fresh meats and packing-house 
products, but not on other traffic, and there was no through route or 
joint rate for beef cattle by any line from Fort Worth to Birmingham. 
The Commission decided that a through route and joint rate of not 
exceeding 50 cents per 100 pounds should be established and main- 
tained for the transportation of beef cattle in carloads from Fort 
Worth to Birmingham. 

On March 7, 1907, the Commission rendered an opinion in the case 
of the American National Live Stock Association and Cattle Raisers' 
Association of Texas against the Texas & Pacific Railway Company 
and others. Prior to April, 1904, the Texas & Pacific Railway Com- 
pany had in effect with various lines of railway joint tariffs applying 
on live stock from points on its line in Texas and New Mexico to desti- 
nations therein specified, but during that month the Texas & Pacific 
Railway Company canceled such joint tariffs, and after that time 
no through routes or joint rates appUcable to Uve stock to and from 
points on its line had been in force. The Commission held that the 
public interests required the establishment of the through routes and 
joint rates provided for in such joint tariffs, but that formal order 
herein be withheld for thirty days, with leave to any party to apply 
for a modification of the order which may be issued at any time. 

Another case involving the establishment of through routes and 
joint rates arose in Enterprise Transportation Company against the 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company and the New England Navigation 
Company, and was decided on June 21 last. The Enterprise Company 
has been operating a line of steamboats on Long Island Sound since 
some time in the year 1905. Its boats ply between Fall River and 
New York City, and haul en route at Jamestown, R. I. Its principal 
competitor is the New England Navigation Company, which is owned 
and controlled by the Pennsylvania Railroad Company. The boats 
of the Navigation Company ply between Fall River and New York 
City and stop at Newport, R. I., but do not now stoi^ awd \ssk^<js^V^k:^^ 
stqpjped at Jamestown. Previous to \)aft'\AscL<^ >JcL^^AiXKr<$riafe ^^^k^=- 
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pany began business as aforesaid the Navigation Company and 
Pennsylvania Kaih*oad Company maintained and have ever since 
maintained and applied to the transportation of fish a through route 
and joint rate from Newport to Philadelphia. At the time the 
Enterprise Company began to operate as aforesaid no such route or 
rate was in existence from Jamestown to Philadelphia. A large 
tonnage of fish is shipped annually by water from Jamestown, which 
is about 3 miles from Newport. At some time during the summer 
of 1906, and after the Enterprise Company had begun operations, 
the Navigation Company and the Pennsylvania Railroad Company, 
by using the Narragansett Ferry Company as their agent to receive 
shipments of fish at Jamestown and transport same from that point to 
Newport, extended said through route to Jamestown. This service 
was discontinued about November 1, 1906, but renewed about Feb- 
ruary 1, 1907, and was continuously maintained, except that when the 
boats of the Narragansett Ferry Company are not running, the 
transportation from Jamestown to Newport is performed by the 
Newport & Jamestown Ferry Company. 

The through rates to Philadelphia were from Newport 34 cents per 
100 pounds, and from Jamestown 37 cents. Out of these rates the 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company received 7 cents per 100 pounds for 
the transportation from New York to Philadelphia, and the ferry 
company received 3 cents for the transportation from Jamestown to 
Newport. The ferry company was named as a party to a tariff pre- 
scribing the through rate, but refused to concur in the tariff or file 
with the Commission its rates for the transportation from James- 
town to Newport. The local rate of the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany for transporting fish from New York to Philadelphia was 22 cents 
per 100 pounds. 

The Enterprise Transportation Company received at Jamestown 
shipments of fish destined to Philadelphia and delivered same to the 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company at New York. Deliveries to the 
latter were made at the same place and at about the same time, whether 
carried thereto by complainant or by the Navigation Company, and 
reached Philadelphia at the same time in the one case as in the other, 
but such shipments left Jamestown a little earlier when carried 
over complainant's line than when the carriage was over said through 
route. When the initial shipment was over complainant's line the 
Pennsylvania Railroad Company exacted for the haul from New York 
to Philadelphia said local rate of 22 cents, and refused to make with 
complainant a through route and apply thereto a joint rate. The 
Enterprise Company's local rate for transporting fish from James- 
' town to the place where delivery was made to the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company, as aforesaid, including drayage across the city of 
New York, was J7| cents per 100 pounds, 'w\nl^ tlcift \oc«l t«Aa of the 



DECISIONS OP THE COMMISSION. 78 

Navigation Company for transporting fish from Newport to such 
place of deUyery, including said dray age, was 23 cents per 100 pounds. 

The Commission decided that from Jamestown to Philadelphia no 
satisfactory through route existed within the meaning of the language 
of the act to regulate commerce. Even if the arrangement com- 
plained of should be regarded as a satisfactory through route, the 
Enterprise Company's right to maintain this proceeding would not 
be affected thereby, since, at the time the complaint was filed, through 
route from Jamestown by defendants' lines had been abandoned and 
for a time thereafter was not in operation. Consequently the Com- 
mission ordered the Pennsylvania Railroad Company and the Enter- 
prise Company to establish for the transportation of fish from 
Jamestown to Philadelphia a through route, and apply thereto a joint 
rate of not more than 34 cents per 100 poimds. The Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company, however, was allowed, if it wished to do so, to 
apply to the Commission for an order requiring the Enterprise Com- 
pany to indemnify it against any loss it might suffer in the premises 
by reason of the financial irresponsibility of complainant. 

On May 6, 1907, the Commission rendered a decision in the case of 
the 'American Grass Twine Company against the Chicago, St. Paul, 
Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Company and others. The twine 
company made shipment of grass twine matting and rugs from St. 
Paul, Minn., to Boston, Mass., via Dxiluth, upon which it was charged 
a rate of 62 cents per 100 pounds, a combination of a rail rate of 23 
c^ts to Duluth plus a lake and rail rate of 39 cents from Duluth to 
Boston. At the date of the shipment lake and rail joint through rates 
via Duluth were not effective, but a rate via Lake Michigan ports of 
46 cents per 100 poimds and an all-rail joint through rate of 49 cents 
were in force. The Commission decided that the 62-cent rate on 
such shipment was imreasonable, and that the 45-cent rate in effect 
from St. Paul to Boston via Lake Michigan ports at the time of the 
shipment afforded a reasonable basis for fixing the rate for the service 
rendered at the same amount. The complainant was awarded 
reparation. 

In the case of the Kalamazoo Tank & Silo Company against the 
Michigan Central Kailroad Company and the Chicago, Milwaukee & 
St. Paul Railway Company, decided May 13, 1907, it appeared that 
the silo company shipped 1 carload of silos, knocked down, from 
Kalamazoo, Mich., to Elkhom, Wis., via Chicago, over defendants' 
lines, upon which it was charged a joint through rate of 28 cents 
per 100 poimds, whereas at the same time defendants' combination 
rate on Chicago between said points on said commodities was only 
17 cents. Similar improper adjustment in rates between points not 
given was alleged. After the case was at issue dcfeudocLta v^dM.QA'i 
their joint through rate from Kalaxrvaz^o ^.o^SX^o^r^ V<^ \^ ^^T^^se. V^ 
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100 pounds, and at the hearing they conceded that the 28-cent rate 
was excessive to the extent of a difference between that rate and 
17 cents, and agreed that the improper adjustment in rates between 
said other points should be corrected. The Commission decided 
that the silo company should be awarded reparation on the specific 
shipment on the basis of such reduced rate, and that as to other mat- 
ters mentioned in the case the complaint should be dismissed. 

On July 8, 1907, the Commission decided the case of the Hope Cot- 
ton Oil Company against the Texas & Pacific Railway Company and 
the St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway Company. The 
cotton-oil company alleged that the carriers' joint through rate of 67 
cents -per 100 pounds on cotton seed in carloads from points north of 
Shreveport, in Louisiana, on the Texas & Pacific Railway via Tex- 
arkana to Hope, Ark., on the St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Railway, was unreasonable and unduly discriminatory, and that a 
just and reasonable rate would be a through rate equal to the sum of 
the local rates in and out of Texarkana, which was 17i cents per 100 
pounds. After the complaint was filed the railroads put in effect be- 
tween the points of origin in Louisiana and Hope a joint through rate 
of 30 cents per 100 pounds on cotton seed in carloads, with a minimum 
weight of 30,000 poimds per car. The Commission decided upon the 
record that the through rate of 30 cents was unreasonable, and that it 
should not exceed 17 i cents, the sum of the locals, with a minimum 
carload weight of 30,000 pounds. It was further declared that while 
a rate fixed by State statute or a State commission is naturally and 
properly entitled to a respectful consideration, it has no greater 
sanctity, as applied to interstate traffic, than a rate established by 
a railroad company. This Commission would not hesitate, upon 
proper evidence that a rate so established would be unjust either to 
a carrier or to a shipper, to refuse to accept it as a basis for fixing 
an interstate rate. 

The Omaha Cooperage Company filed complaint before the Commis- 
sion against the Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Company 
and others, alleging that the rates on oak staves and headings from 
Hollow Rock and other Tennessee points of origin to East St. Louis 
when destined to South Omaha, Nebr., were unreasonable when com- 
pared with the rates on such commodities over the same roads from the 
same points of origin to East St. Louis when destined for Alexandria, 
Mo., or Keokuk, Iowa. It appeared that the South Omaha rate was 
a combination of a 14-cent rate of the Nashville, Chattanooga & St. 
Louis and the Illinois Central roads plus a local rate of 10 cents of 
the Chicago, Burlington & Q^incy road, whereas the Keokuk or 
Alexandria rate was a joint rate of 19 cents, 14 cents to the two first 
carriers and 5 cents to the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy. 
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It thus appeared that the discrimination against the cooperage 
company, if there was any, was caused by the Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy taking less than its local as its share of the joint rate to Keokuk 
and Alexandria. At the hearing, however, the cooperage company 
stated that it made no complaint against the rate charged by the 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy. Complaint was dismissed on June 
24, 1907. 

Upon the request of various shippers and railroads a hearing was 
held by the Commission at Chicago on May 3, 1907, upon the matter 
of through rates which should govern shipments over more than one 
railroad where no joint rate has been made. A typical case pre- 
sented was that arising out of the claim of the Crane Company, of 
Chicago, against the .Oregon Short Line, which involved the rate 
to be applied to a shipment originating at a point east of Chicago and 
moving through Chicago and Omaha to Utah. A through bill of 
lading was issued by the originating carrier from the point of origin 
to the point of destination. No joint rate was in eflFect. The ship- 
ment moved upon the rate to Chicago plus the proportional rate from 
Chicago to the Utah destination. While this shipment was in transit, 
but before its arrival at Chicago, reduction in the proportional from 
Chicago to Utah points had become effective. The carriers appUed 
to the shipment from point of origin to destination the rates in effect 
at the time of billing, refusing to give the shipment the benefit of 
the reduction in the rate beyond Chicago which became effective 
after the service on the through bill of lading had begun. The ship- 
per claimed benefit of the reduction. It was agreed that if ship- 
ments are to enjoy reductions in rate made while in transit, they 
must also be subject to increases made imder like conditions. On 
May 29 last, the Conmiission rendered an opinion in this proceeding, 
entitled In the Matter of Through Routes and Through Rates. The 
principal findings of the Commission in this matter are to the following 
effect: 

Where a through route has been formed, the rate charged is a 
through rate and the shipment will move upon the rate existing at 
the time it is billed by the initial carrier. A through route is a con- 
tinuous line of railway formed by an arrangement, express or implied, 
between connecting carriers. It must have a rate for every service 
it offers, and as the route is a new unit — one line formed of two or 
more connecting hues — so its rate for every service is a unit, even 
though it be divided between the several carriers arranging them- 
selves into the through route. Existence of a through route is to be 
determined by the incidents and circumstances of the shipment, 
such as the billing, the transfer from one carrier to another, the col- 
lection and division of transportation charges^ ot 1\:^^ >3fiftk <^1 ^^-^^i- 
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products when received from connecting lines. Reparation awarded for $113.90. 
Order complied with. 

No. 883. Ponca City Milling Co. v, M. K. & T. Ry. Co. Decision in Blackwell 
Milling & Elevator Co. case cited and applied. Complainant awarded reparation for 
$37.42. Order complied with. 

No. 880. Birmingham Packing Co. v, Tex. & Pac. Ry. Co. Defendants ordered to 
establish a through route for the transportation of beef cattle from Fort Worth, Tex., to 
Birmingham, Ala. Order complied with. 

No. 890. Johnston-Larimer Dry Goods Co. v. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. Defend- 
ants ordered to desist from charging 96 cents on cotton piece goods from certain points 
in Texas to Wichita, Kans. , and to substitute therefor a rate not exceeding 50 cents per 
100 pounds. Order complied with. Motion for rehearing denied. 

No. 945. Texas Cement Plaster Co. v. St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. et al. 
Defendants ordered to cease from exacting their rates on cement plaster from Quanah, 
Tex., to St. Louis and Kansas City, Mo., and to substitute a different relation made 
by the Commission. Reparation awarded for $121.55. Order complied with. 

No. 930. W. B. Johnston v. St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. et al. Defendants 
ordered to desist from charging certain rates on coal from points in Indian Territory to 
Enid, Okla., and to substitute therefor lower rates mentioned in the order. Order 
complied with. 

No. 936. Van Camp Burial Vault Co. v. C. I. & L. Ry. Co. et al. Defendants 
ordered to cease from chaiging for cement burial vaults from Indianapolis, Ind., to 
points on their lines a second-class rate and to substitute therefor rates not exceeding 
third-class. Order complied with. 

No. 687. In the matter of allowances to elevators by the Union Pacific R. R. Co. 
Defendant ordered to abstain from giving elevator allowances on grain of 1} cents 
per 100 pounds and substitute therefor a charge not exceeding } of a cent per 100 
pounds. Order complied with. 

No. 963. City Council of Atchison, Kans., v. Mo. Pac. Ry. Co. Defendants 
ordered to cease from withholding the same or equivalent elevator services on grain 
at Atchison, Kans., which are at the same time granted 6t furnished at Kansas City, 
Mo., and other places named. Order complied with. Motion for rehearing denied. 

No. 929. Preston & Davis v, D. L. & W. R. R. Co. Defendant ordered to cease 
from enforcing its regulation discontinuing the delivery of petroleum oil in tank cars 
to complainants at its Brooklyn terminal in Clymer street. Order complied iprith, 
but defendant brought suit to restrain enforcement of order. The court denied 
temporary injunction, and the case is now at issue on the merits. 

No. 903. Society of American Florists and Ornamental Horticulturists v. United 
States Exp. Co. Defendant ordered to cease from charging its rates on cut flowers from 
points in New Jersey and Pennsylvania, and to substitute therefor lower rates. Order 
complied with. 

No. 975. Tomlin-Harris Machine Co. v, L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. Defendants 
ordered to cease charging their rate on pig iron from Birmingham, Ala., to Cordele, Ga., 
and to substitute therefor lower rate. Order complied with. 

No. 984. American Grass Twine Co. v. Chicago, St. P., M. <& 0. Ry. Co. et al. De- 
fendants ordered to pay complainant amount aggr^ating $96.39 as reparation for exce- 
sive charge on shipments of floor matting and rugs from St. Paul, Minn., to Boston, 
Mass. Order complied with. 

No. 979. Kalamazoo Tank & Silo Co. v. Michigan Cent. R. R. Co. et al. Defend- 
ants ordered to pay to complainant $22.80 as reparation for excessive charge on one 
carload of silos from Kalamazoo, Mich., to Elkhom, Wis. Order complied with. 

No. 992. Eber De Cou v, Penn. R. R. Co. et al. Defendants ordered to cease from 

duugii^fg for the transportation of flour, grain, and feed from Chicago to Pemberton, 

JV. J,, certain ntee and to substitute tbereior certain lo'qrec t^toa. Otdei complied 
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No. 888. Waxelbaum & Co. v, Atlantic Coast Line E. R. Co. et al. Defendants 
ordered to desist from charging for the transportation of peaches, other than refrigera- 
tion, from Macon or Atlanta, Gra., to Philadelphia, New York, Baltimore, and Wash- 
ington certain rates and to substitute therefor other lower rates, and to cease from 
chaiging certain rates for refrigeration in transit and to substitute therefor lower rates. 
Order complied with. 

No. 985. George D. Hope Lumber Co. v, M., K. & T. Ry. Co. Defendant ordered 
to cease from chaiging $1.05 per net ton for coal from Mineral, Kans., to Freeman, Mo., 
and to substitute therefor a rate not exceeding 80 cents per net ton. Order complied 
/with. 

No. 1019. Rau v. Penn. R. E. Co. et al. Defendants ordered to cease from charging 
for the transportation of empty burlap bags from Newark, N. J., to Stanley, Luray, 
and Greenville, Va., the rate of 38 cents per 100 pounds and to substitute therefor a 
rate not exceeding 22 cents per 100 pounds. Order complied with. 

No. 896. The Stowe-Fuller Co. v. Pennsylvania Co. et al. Defendants ordered to 
cease from enforcing rates from Empire and Strasburg, Ohio, to points in New York and 
Pennsylvania which are different for the transportation of fire brick, building brick, 
and paving brick and to substitute therefor the same rate on the various kinds of brick. 
Order complied with. 

No. 991. Dallas Freight Bureau v. G. C. <& S. F. Ey. Co. et al. Defendants ordered 
to cease from charging for the transportation of coal from certain mines in Indian 
Territory and Arkansas to Dallas, Tex., the rates of $2.10 and $1.50 per ton, rcppec- 
tively, and to substitute therefor a rate not exceeding $1.90 and $1.40 per ton, respec- 
tively. Order complied wfth. 

No. 959. Southern Grocery Co. ct al. v. Georgia Northern Ey. Co. ct al. Defend- 
ants ordered to cease from charging for the transportation of freight from Louisville, 
Gindnnati, Memphis, Nashville, and St. Louis to Moultrie, Gra., rates in excess of 
those chaiged on like freight from the same points of origin to Tifton, Valdosta, Quit- 
man, Thomasville, and Fitzgerald, Ga., and to substitute therefor the same rates to 
Moultrie from said points of origin as to said other Georgia points. Order complied 
with. 

No. 924. Nobles Brothers Grocer Co. et al. v. Fort Worth & D. C. Ey. Co. et al. 
Defendants ordered to cease from charging their class rates from Kansas City, Mo., 
to Amarillo, Tex., and to substitute therefor rates not exceeding certain lower class 
rates named. Order complied with. 

No. 1001. Georgia Edwards v. N. C. & St. L. Ey. Co. Defendant ordered to desist 
from failing to furnish and provide for colored passengers the same accommodations 
provided for white passengers paying the same faro. Order complied with. 

No. 917. Howard Mills Co. v. Missouri Pacific Ey. Co. ct al. Defendants ordered 
to cease from enforcing for the transportation of flour from )^ichita, Kans., and other 
shipping points in said State to Southern Pacific coast terminals rates which are 10 
cents per 100 pounds greater than for the transportation of wheat, and substitute there- 
for rates on flour which shall not be more than 7 cents per 100 pounds greater than 
for the transportation of wheat. Order of Commission complied with. 

No. 915. Hope Cotton Oil Co. v. Tex. & Pac. Ey. Co. et al. Defendants ordered 
to cease from charging for the transportation of cotton seod from certain points in 
Lotdsiana to Hope, Ark., their joint through rate of 30 cents per 100 -pounds, and to 
mibBtitute therefor a joint through rate not exceeding 17) cents per 100 pounds. 
Order complied with. 

No. 964. Muskogee Commercial Club et al. v, M. K. & T. Ey. Co. Defendant 
Cfdered to cease from withholding the same or equivalent privileges for the compressing 
of cotton in transit at Muskogee, Ind. T., which, m^ sA. \iva «a.T£i.^ ^MSl^i VaxYSMSs^fc^ ^jX. 
Soath McAleeter, Ind. T. Order complied mt\i. 

24274—08 6 
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No. 820. Pacific Jobbers & Manufacturers^ Association v. Southern Pacific Go. 
Defendant ordered to omit from its tariffs applicable to coast line business its note 
attached thereto entitled ''Toll at San Francisco, Cal.," and to sease from making any 
charge for toll at San Francisco when such toll chaige is not actually paid by said 
defendant. Order complied with. 

No. 837. Mitchell v. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. Defendants' rate of 28 J cents per 
100 pounds for the transportation of wheat from Oklahoma City, Okla., to Gainesville 
and Fort Worth, Tex. , was found unreasonable, and defendants required to establish 
in lieu thereof a rate of 20 cents to Gainesville and 22 cents to Fort Worth. Order com- 
plied with. 

No. 952. Enterprise Transportation Co. v, Penn. E. R. Co. et al. Complainant and 
defendant, the Penn. R. R. Co., ordered to establish a through route and joint rate for 
the transportation of fish from Jamestown, R. I. , to Philadelphia, Pa. Order complied 
with. 

No. 928. Roswell Commercial Club et al. v. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. Defend- 
ants' class rates from Kansas City and St. Louis, Mo., Galveston, Tex., and Denver, 
Colo., to certain points in New Mexico were held to be unreasonable, and rates on 
other products to and from said New Mexico points were held to be excessive and reduc- 
tions were ordered. Order complied with. 

No. 918. Farmers, Merchants & Shippers' Club of Kansas v. A., T. <& S. F. Ry. Co. 
et al.; and No. 919, same complainant against C, R. I. & P. Ry. Co. et al. Rates on 
grain to Galveston for export and to the various destinations in Texas for domestic 
consumption, from Wichita, Kans., found unreasonable per se, and reductions ranging 
from 3 to 5 cents per 100 pounds ordered. Order complied with. 

No. 920. Territory of Oklahoma v, C, R. I. & P. Ry. Co. et al. Defendants' rates 
on wheat and com from points in Oklahoma Territory to Galveston, Tex., for export 
found unreasonable, and reductions in such rates ordered. Order complied with. 

No. 916. Riverside Mills v. Southern Ry. Co. et al. Defendants ordered to cease 
from charging their rate of 41 cents per 100 pounds for the transportation of cotton WBSte 
from Augusta, Ga., to New York and to substitute therefor a rate not exceeding 35 
cents per 100 pounds. Order complied with. 

No. 774. Quimby et al. v. Clyde Steamship Co. et al. Defendants ordered to cease 
from charging for the transportation of certain class freight from Northeastern x)oints to 
certain points in South Carolina rates in excess of those charged on like freight from the 
same jwints of origin to Augusta, Ga. Order complied with. 

No. 1008. Railroad Conmiission of Ohio y. Hocking Valley Ry. Co. No. 1009. 
Railroad Commission of Ohio v. Wheeling & Lake Erie R. R. Co. Defendants ordered 
to cease from maintaining the practice of failing to make any account of foreign railway 
fuel cars or of leased or so-called private cars in the distribution of coal cars for inter- 
state shipments of coal among the various coal operators along their lines, and to substi- 
tute therefor a practice taking into consideration "system cars, foreign railway fuel cars, 
and leased or so-called private cars in determining the distribution of coal cars among 
the various coal operators along their lines. Order complied with. 

No. 1058. American Fruit Union v, C. N. 0. & T. P. Ry. Co. Defendants ordered 
to cease from charging for the transportation and refrigeration in transit of strawber- 
ries from Chattanooga, Tenn., and other points named to Cincinnati, 0., a rate of 27 
cents per crate of 24 quarts, and to substitute therefor a rate not exceeding 22 cents 
per crate; defendants also ordered to pay reparation to injured shippers upon 
shipments of strawberries which were carried at the unreasonable rate of 27 cents 
per crate during season of 1907. Order complied with. 

No. 1015. A. J. Poor Grain Co. v. C. B. & Q. Ry. Co. et al. Defendants ordered 
to cease from charging for the transportation of wheat from Marquette and Phillips, 
Nebr., to California terminals the rate of 75 cents per 100 pounds, and to substitute 
therefor a joint through rate not exceeding 65 cents per lOCi -^xjji^*, ^c^^tl^asoXa ^Soi^ 
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ocdered to pay complainant 1164.20 as reparation for exceesive chazges. Motion 
lor rehearing in this case denied. Order complied with. 

No. 1012. Harth et al. v, HI. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. No. 1013. A. Waller & Com- 
pany V. HI. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. No. 1014. Waller, Young & Co. v, HI. Cent. 
R. R. Co. et al. Defendants ordered to pay as reparation excess charges of 3 cents 
per 100 pounds paid by complainants on diipments of grain and kindred products 
from certain points in Kentucky to Atlanta, Ga., and points beyond. Reparation 
aggregating 11,333.28 was awarded. Order complied with. 

No. 965. Farmers Warehouse Co. v. L. &, N. R. R. Co. Defendant ordered to 
cease from charging for the transportation of salt from New Orleans, La., to Cullman; 
Ala., a rate of 22 cents per 100 pounds, and to substitute therefor a rate not exceeding 
20 cents i>er 100 pounds, and reparation awarded. Order effective December 1, 1907. 

No. 1071. Wiemer & Rich v. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. etal. Defendants ordered to 
cease from maintaining the practice under which certain minimum weights are 
applied to shipments of baled hay from Ledyard, Iowa, to Minneapolis, Minn., and 
to substitute therefor other minimum weights. Order effective December 20, 1907. 

No. 993. Cambria Steel Co. v. Great Northern Ry. Co. Defendant ordered to pay 
complainant $3,433.04 as reparation for unlawful transportation charges ux>on 40 car- 
loads of steel rails shipped from Johnstown, Pa., to Seattle, Wash. Order effective 
December 15, 1907. 

No. 1031. Morse Produce Co. v. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al. The C. M. & St. P. 
Ry. Co. was ordered to cease from charging for the transportation of butter and eggs 
from €h*anite FaUs, Minn., to Chicago, a rate of 59 cents i>er 100 pounds, and to sub- 
stitute therefor a rate not exceeding 47 cents per 100 pounds. Order not effective 
until January 1, 1908. 

No. 1067. McLaughlin Brothers v. Adams Express Co. Defendant ordered to 
cease from charging for the transportation of horses from Columbus, Ohio, to Kansas 
City, Mo., and from Columbus to St. Paul, Minn., a rate of $350 per car, and to substi- 
tute therefor rates not exceeding $250 per car. Order effective January 1, 1908. 

No. 1219. Coffeyville Vitrified Brick & Tile Company v. St. Louis & San Fran 
Cisco Railroad Company et al. Defendants ordered to maintain a joint rate not 
exceeding 11) cents per 100 pounds on brick from Cherryvale, Kans., to Duncan, 
Okla. Reparation also awarded. Order effective January 31, 1908. 

ORDERS DI8MI88INO COMPLAINTS. 

For various reasons named in the respective decisions, orders dis- 
Tniflfling complaints were issued in the following cases: 

No. 909. Harrell v. M. K. & T. Ry. Co., involving reasonableness of rate on coal 
from St. Louis, Mo., to Oklahoma City, Okla., as applied to shipments originating 
in West Virginia. 

No. 934. Durham v. 111. Cent. R. R. Co., involving rate on brick machinery from 
Lochland, Ky., to East St. Louis, HI., as compared with rate from Louisville, Ky., 
to East St. Louis. 

No. 892. Johnston-Larimer Dry Goods Co. v. Wabash R. R. Co., involving rates 

on cotton goods from East St. Louis, 111., to Kansas City, Mo., and Wichita, Kans. 

§ No. 891. Johnston-Larimer Dry Goods Co. v. N. Y. & Tex. S. S. Co. et al., involving 

late on knit goods from New York via water and rail through Galveston, Tex., to 

Wichita, Kans. 

No. 830. Ohsman & Effron v, C, R. I. & P. Ry. Co. et al., involving rates on scrap 
iron from Cedar Rapids, Iowa, to Chicago and East St. Louis, HI., and St. Louis, Mo., 
•B compared with rates to the same destinations from St. Paul and Minneapolis^ Mixm^ 
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No. 955. Omaha Grain Exchange v. Union Pacific R. B. Co., involving charge lor 
transferring grain in carloads from Council Blufb, Iowa, to Omaha and South Omaha, 
Neb. 

No. 947. McKae Grocery Go. v. Southern Ry. Go. et al., involving class rates from 
New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore to McRae and Helena, Ga. 

No. 957. Holcomb-Hayes Co. v. 111. Cent. R. R. Co., involving rates on cross-ties 
from HopkinsviUe, Ky., to Herrin and Pawnee Junction, HI. 

No. 982. Enterprise Manufacturing Co. et al. v, Georgia R. R. Go. et al., involving 
rates on cotton goods and cotton waste from Greorgia and South Carolina points to 
Pacific Coast terminals as compared with rates on same commodities from the New 
England States to the same points of destination. 

No. 1007. Hale-Halsell Grocery Co. v, M., K. & T. Ry. Go. et al., involving rate on 
sugar from' New Orleans, La., to McAlester, Ind. T. 

No. 969. Wilhoit v. Mo. Pac. Ry. Go. et al., involving rate on oil originating at 
Pittsburg, Pa., from East St. Louis, HI., and St. Louis, Mo., to Joplin, Mo. 

No. 970. Wilhoit v. M., E. & T. Ry. Co., involving oil rates from Erie, E!ans., to 
Joplin, Mo. 

No. 898. Jones et al. v. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co., involving restoration of station 
facilities at Chase, Ind. T. 

No. 914. National Petroleum Asso. v, Penn. R. R. Go. et al., involving laUs on 
petroleum from certain points in Pennsylvania and Ohio to Pacific Coast terminals. 

No. 999. National Petroleum Asso. v. Penn. R. R. Go. et al., involving rate on 
petroleum from Oil City, Pa., to Freeport, HI. 

No. 1021. Manufacturers* Club of Terre Haute v. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al., involving 
rates on coke from Kentucky and Virginia ovens to Tcrre Haute, Ind. 

No. 953. Miller Brothers v. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co., involving rates on hogs and 
cattle from Bliss, Okla., to Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

No. 971. Wilhoit v. M., K. & T. Ry. Co. et al., involving rate on refined oil from 
Erie, Kans., to Springfield, Mo. 

No. 960. Board of Trade of Kansas City, Mo., v. C, B. & Q. Ry. Go. et al., involving 
rcconsigning charge on grain shipped to Kanssus City and from Kansas City to other 
markets. 

No. 967. Producers' Pipe Line Co. v. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. Go. et al., involving 
rates on crude oil from Nowata, Ind. T., tc points in northern Texas. 

No. 989. Payne v. A. , T. & S. F. Ry. Co. , involving rate on apples from Kansas City, 
Mo., to El Paso, Tex. 

No. 996. Barden & Swarthout v, Lehigh Valley R.SR. Co., involving construction of 
switch connection to siding at Geneva, N. Y. 

No. 894. Walker v. B. & 0. R. R. Co. et al., involving granting of x>arcels exprees 
privilege from Philadelphia, Pa., to Hockessin, Del. 

No. 950. New York Team Owners' Asso. v. Southern Pacific Co., involving prefer- 
ence given to a certain trucking firm at a pier in New York City. 

No. 1069. Amarillo Gas Co. v. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al., involving rates on crude 
petroleum and fuel oils from Indian Territory and Kansas points to Amarillo, Tex. 

No. 823. R. R. Shiel v, HI. Cent. R. R. Go. et al., involving privilege of stopping 
hogs in transit at West Kankakee shipped from western points to the East. 

No. 794. Desel-Boettcher Co. v. Kansas City Southern Ry. Go. et al., involving 
overcharge in shipments of apples from Siloam Springs, Ark., to Houston, Tex. 

No. 808. Railroad Commission of Arkansas v. St. Louis & North Arkansas R. R. Co. 
Involving reasonableness of passenger rates from x)oints in Missouri to xx)ints in 
Arkansas. 

No. 994. China & Japan Trading Co. et al. v. Georgia R. R. Co. et aL, involving 
i9tes on cotton piece goods from southern mills through Pacific coast i>oints to the 
Orient aa complied with ntee from New England iniI\B to eaid -^^iiXa oi ^OE^ax^aX^n* 
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No. 1025. Omaha Cooperage Co. v. N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al., involving rates on 
oak staves and headings from Hollow Rock and other Tennessee points to East St. 
Louis wh^n destined to South Omaha, Nebr. 

No. 1037. Sioux City Commercial Club v. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al., involving 
class rates from Chicago to Sioux City, Iowa. 

No. 1049. White & Co. v, B. & 0. S. W. R. R. Co. et. al., involving estimated 
weights on shipments of apples from points in Illinois to New York City. 

No. 911. Commercial & Industrial Asso. of Union Springs, A1&., v. L. <& N. R. R. Co. 
ct al., involving class and commodity rates from St. Louis, Nashville, and Memphis 
to Union Springs, Ala. 

No. 910. Commercial & Industrial Asso. of Union Springs, Ala., v. Cent, of Ga. Ry. 
Co., involving discrimination in compression of cotton in transit at Union Springs, Ala. 

No. 772. Warren Manufacturing Co. et al. v. Southern Ry. Co. et al., invohdng the 
rato on cotton piece goods from Augusta, Ga., to New York. 

No. 949. Dallas Freight Bureau v. M. K. & T. Ry. Co. et al., involving reasonable- 
ness of rates from St. Louis, Mo., to Dallas, Tex. 

No. 801. Albany Produce Co. v. C. B. <& Q. Ry. Co., involving rate on coal from 
Centerville district, Iowa, to Albany, Mo. 

No. 849. Paper Mills Co. v, Penn. R. R. Co. et al., involving rates on paper bags in 
less than carload lots from Baltimore, Md., to points in Southern Classification territory. 

No. 981. Enterprise Manufacturing Co. et al. v. Georgia R. R. Co. et al., involving 
rate on cotton goods from southern mills via Pacific ports to Asiatic ports. 

No. 1062. Lead Commercial Club v. C. <& N. W. Ry. Co. et al., involving class rates 
from Chicago and Omaha to Lead. 

No. 1017. Loup Creek Colliery Co. v. Virginian Ry. Co. et al., involving establish- 
ment of joint through routes from Page, W. Va., to points outside of West Virginia, and 
fixing of joint rates on coal and coke between said points. 

Nos. 1073 and 1074. Laning-Harris Coal & Grain Co. v, A. T. & S. ¥. Ry. Co., 
involving reasonableness of switching charge on shipments of grain to Kansas City. 

No. 1092. A. M. Fellows Coal & Material Co. v. Mo. Pac. Ry. Co., involving rate on 
cool from Jewett, Kans., to Kansas City, Mo. 

No. 1210. Missouri & Kansas Shippers' Asso. v, M., K. <& T. Ry. Co.| involving 
rates from certain xx)ints in Kansas to Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo., alleging infrac- 
tion of fourth section. 

No. 1078. Leonard v. C, M. & St. P. Ry. Co. No. 1184. Arkansas Fuel Co. v. 
Same. No. 1075. Laning-Harris Coal & Grain Co. v. Same. No. 1211. Star Coal 
Co. V. Same. No. 1220. Mayer Coal Co. v. Same. No. 1222. Gray-Bryan Coal Co. v. 
Same. These cases involved reparation based on alleged illegal exaction of switching 
charge at Kansas City en interstate shipments of coal and other commodities. 

No. 931. Commercial Club of Santa Barbara, California, v. Southern Pacific Com- 
pany et al., involving transcontinental shipments to Santa Barbara, Cal., as compared 
with such shipments to other Pacific coast terminals. 

NO ORDERS ISSUED. 

The Commission, for reasons appearing in the decisions, made no 
ordeiB in the following cases: 

No. 732. Cattle Kaisers' Asso. of Tex. v, M., K. & T. By. Co. et al. 
Ho. 466. Cattle Raisers' Asso. of Tex. v. C, B. & Q. R. R. Co. et aU 

In re Transportation of Land and Immigration Agents. 

In re Railroad-Tel^Taph Contracts. 

In re Free Transportation of Newppaper Employees. 
No. 886. Amer. Nat. Live Stock Aeao. i) . Tex. & "? wi* ^-^ • Q.Q* ^x. ^» 

In re Exchange of Free TiansporXAXVoii. 
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No. 907. Maaon v. C, R. I. & P. Ry. Co. 

In re Paxty Rate Tickets. 
No. 933. In re Through Routes and Through Rates. 
No. 996. Nield v. C, St. P., M. & O. Ry. Co. 
No. 1024. McRae Terminal Ry. v. Southern Ry. Co. et aL 
No. 943. In re Consolidations and Combinations of Carriers. 
No. 961. Rogers & Co. v, Philadelphia & Reading Ry. Co. 
No. 1090. Cudahy Packing Co. r. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. 

OOTTBT DEOISIONS. 

OASES INyOLVING ENFOBGEMENT OF OBDEBS OF THE OOMMISSION. 

Five court decisions have been rendered since our last annual 
report in cases involving the enforcement of orders issued by the Com- 
mission. These are what are known as the Soap Classification case, 
relating to the classification of common soap adopted in Official Classi- 
fication territory; the Tift case, involving the advance of 2 cents per 
100 pounds on lumber from points in Georgia to Ohio River destina- 
tions; the Yellow Pine Association case, relating to a similar advance 
on lumber from points in Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama; 'the 
Hay and Grain case for reparation on reconsigned shipments at St. 
Louis; and the Preston & Davis case, involving discrimination in 
terminal facilities at Brooklyn, N. Y. 

The Soap Classification case. — On May 13 of this year the United 
States Supreme Court rendered a decision affirming the decree of the 
United States circuit court for the southern district of Ohio enforcing 
an order of this Commission directing the principal carriers in Official 
Classification territory to cease and desist from further charging the 
freight rate for conunon soap in less than carload lots promulgated in 
a classification adopted to govern in such territory. Cincinnati, • 
Hamilton & Dayton Railway Company et al. v. Interstate Conunerce 
Commission, 206 U. S., 142. 

At the time of the complaint before the Commission soap in less 
than carloads took third-class rates, and the complainant sought a 
reduction to fourth-class rates. Pending the hearing before the 
Commission the carriers reduced the classification of conunon soap in 
less than carloads to 20 per cent less than third class and not less than 
fourth class. The Conunission sustained the complaint as to soap in 
less than carloads, and ordered the carriers to cease and desist from 
charging for the transportation of common or laimdry soap m less than 
carload quantities rates per 100 poimds equal to 20 per cent less than 
the third-class rates. The carriers refusing to obey the order, suit was 
brought, and the circuit court sustained the order of the Commission. 

The Supreme Court, in its opinion, decided that the Commission in 

investigating this complaint had the power, in the public interests, 

unembarrassed hy any supposed admissions contained in the com- 

plaint, to consider the whole subject, and the opetatioii oi V\ie ^Vdja!sv&- 
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cation in the entire territory, and also how far its going into effect 
would be just and reasonable, would create preferences, and would 
engender discrimination. The court said that any supposed admis- 
aions in a complaint filed by soap manufacturers with the Commission 
as to the freight rate for common soap adopted in Official Classification 
territory are ineffectual to deprive a Federal circuit court, in a proceed- 
ing to ^orce the order of the Commission in the case, of the power to 
test the validity of such order by the scope of the act to regulate 
commerce. 

The Supreme Court further held that the disturbance in the rela- 
tions between freight rates for soap in carload and less than carload 
lots created by advancing the former from class 6 to class 6 and the 
latter from class 4 to class 3 in a new classification adopted to govern 
in Official Classification territory was not cured by classifying soap in 
less than carload lots at 20 per cent in less than third class, but not 
less than fourth class, where the result of applying this modified per- 
centage dassffication to the varying rates is to leave soap in less than 
carload lots in the fourth class in portions of a territory and in a 
higher class in other portions. Findings of the Commission, said the 
court, that a classification of freight rates adopted to govern in such 
territory produces preferences and discrimination will not be inter- 
fered with on appeal when concurred in by a Federal circuit court 
unless the record establishes that clear and unmistakable error has 
been committed.* 

The court said that the Commission was authorized to grant 
relief in this case irrespective of the particular character of the com- 
plaint by which its power may have been previously invoked. What- 
ever might be the rule by which to determine whether an order of the 
Commission was too general where the case with which the order dealt 
involved simply a discrimination as against an individual, or a dis- 
crimination or preference in favor of or against an individual or a spe- 
cific commodity or commodities or localities, or as applied to territory 
subject to different classification, the court thought it clear that the 
order made in this case was within the competency of the Commission, 
in view of the nature and character of the wrongs found to have been 
committed and the redress which that wrong necessitated. The court 
concluded that the Commission was clearly within the authority con- 
ferred by the act in directing the carriers to cease and desist from fur- 
ther enforcing the classification. 

27l« Tift case, — The United States Supreme Court sustained during 
the present year the order issued by the Commission in the case of 
Southern Railway Company et al. v. Tift et al., 206 U. S., 428. 

In this case an advance of 2 cents per 100 pounds in the lumber 
rates from points in Georgia and C\ialtMioo?,^,^^TecL«^\»^^Sa^^3s^^ 

mad other points on the Ohio RiYeT,E»«ia\>§>\..\iCi\3^>^^^'^'^-'^^^ 
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points beyond, was complained of. The Commission decided that 
such advance of 2 cents was imreasonable and unjust. The defendant 
carriers having failed to obey the order of the Commission, the United 
States circuit court for the southern district of Georgia decreed 
enforcement of the Commission's order. 

In sustaining the circuit court the Supreme Court declared that the 
rule that an action at law to recover excessive interstate freight 
charges can not be maintained in advance of action by the Commission 
will not prevent a Federal circuit court which has suspended proceed- 
ing on a bill seeking relief from an advance in freight rate, pending 
action by the Commission, from granting relief in the exercise of its 
powers under section 16 of the act. Parties after action by the Com- 
mission declaring an increased freight rate to be imreasonable may 
make a valid stipulation in the Federal coiirt that such court may 
adjudge the amount of the reparation; and the Federal circuit court 
may (Hrect an order of reference to the master of the pleadings and 
evidence in the cause with the instructions to ascertain the sum of the 
increase in rates paid since the rate went into effect, where the defend- 
ant carriers stipulated in open court that in case complainants pre- 
vailed a decree of restitution might be made. 

The YeUow Pine Association case. — ^At the same sitting the Supreme 
Court also sustained the Commission in the case of the Illinois Cen- 
tral Railroad Company v. Interstate Commerce Commission, 206 
U. S., 441. The facts in this case were somewhat similar to those 
in the Tift case, as they involved the imreasonableness of the advance 
in the rates on lumber of 2 cents per 100 pounds, but the points of 
origin were different. 

The Supreme Court of the United States, in upholding the United 
States circuit court for the eastern district of Louisiana and this 
Commission, said that even if error could be attributed to the Com- 
mission in deciding that expenditures for permanent improvements 
and equipment should not be charged to the current or operating 
expenses of a single year for the purpose of testing the reasonableness 
of an increased freight rate, such error would not require the reversal 
of a decree enforcing an order of the Commission requiring carriers 
to desist from enforcing such rate, where the findings show that the 
*old rates were profitable and that dividends were declared even 
when permanent improvements and equipment were charged to 
operating expenses. Expenditures for permanent improvements 
and equipment should not be charged to the current or operating 
expenses of a single year for the piupose of testing the reasonableness 
of an increased freight rate. The Supreme Court further held that 
no presumption of law that a freight rate upon a particular com- 
moditjr is reaaomAAj low exists because such rate has been duly 
publiabed and £led by the carrier with, the C^ixumai^oTu K ^^ti- 
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oerted advance in a freight rate may be held unreasonable by the 
Commission, although such rate may be but a mere division of a 
through rate. 

The Hay cmd Orain case. — On April 16 last the United States cir- 
cuit court of appeals for the seventh circuit affirmed the judgment of 
the United States circuit couii^ for the eastern district of Illinois 
which enforced the order of the Commission allowing reparation. 
Southern Railway Company v. St. Louis Hay and Grain Company, 
153 Fed. Rep.y 728. It appeared in an investigation held by the 
Commission that the Southern Railway Company in transporting 
from East St. Louis to southeastern points hay in carloads, origina- 
ting north and east of East St. Louis, exacted 4 cents per 100 pounds 
in addition to the rate to such destinations from Ohio River points 
when the hay was imloaded at warehouses in East St. Louis and after- 
wards reconsigned to southeastern points, but only 2 cents per 100 
pounds in addition to such rates when not so unloaded. The Com- 
mission .found such rate on unloaded and reconsigned shipments 
from East St. Louis unjust and imreasonable, and awarded repara- 
tion to the extent of 1 cent per 100 poimds upon shipments made 
by the St. Louis Hay & Grain Company. The circuit court held that 
the findings of fact of the Commission and its award of reparation 
were justified by the evidence. In affirming the judgment of the 
circidt court the circuit court of appeals, among other things, decided 
that where a proceeding to enforce the Commission's findings was 
tried by a Federal court without a jury it was not error for the court 
to receive the Commission's report in evidence without excluding 
matters of opinion stated therein, as distmguished from the Com- 
mission's findings of fact. This case is now pending before the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

TTie Preston & Davis case, — ^The Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
Railroad Company applied to the circuit court for the southern dis- 
trict of New York for a preliminary injunction against the Commission 
and Preston & Davis to restrain enforcement of the order of the Com- 
mission referred to in another part of this report. The injunction 
was applied for on the ground of risk from fire because of the mode of 
unloading oil by Preston & Davis at the Brooklyn teiminal. The 
preliminary injunction was denied by the court, on August 10 last, 
on the ground that the Commission in its order expressly provided 
that the railroad company might take all needful precautions against 
a conflagration or other liability to accident by requiring a safer mode 
of unloading. 155 Fed. Rep., 512. This case was the only one in 
the past year in which the carriers attempted to prevent enforcement 
of an order of the Commission. 
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IKJUNOTIOK TO BESTRAIK PBO0EEDIKG8 BEFOBE THE COMMISSION. 

In a recent case, not yet reported, of the Fairmont Coal Company 
et al. V. Merchants Coal Company et al., in the circuit court of the 
United States for the district of Maryland, a bill was filed to restrain 
the Merchants Coal Company from prosecuting a complaint which it 
had filed before this Commission. The circuit court granted the 
injunction on the ground that the matters set up in the complaint 
before the Commission were res adjudicata, having been disposed of in 
a proceeding before that court. This was held by the court, although 
the Merchants Coal Company, the complainant before the Commission, 
was not made a party of record to the court proceeding, and the decree 
of the court in the proceeding before it was not final, because an 
appeal had been taken to the circidt court of appeals, where it was 
still pending. 

INJUNCTION TO BE8TBAIN PEOPOSBD BATES. 

On September 27 last the United States circuit court for the district 
of South Dakota rendered decision on final hearing in the case of 
Jewett Brothers & Jewett v. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway 
Company, 156 Fed. Rep., 160. The court held that as a court of the 
United States it has jurisdiction of a suit by a shipper to enjoin a 
railroad company from putting into effect a proposed rate alleged to 
be unlawful, as in violation of iiie interstate commerce law, either as 
unreasonable and unjust in itself or discriminatory, when the jurisdic- 
tional amount is involved. But it declared that as court of equity it 
can not entertain a suit for a temporary injunction to restrain an inter- 
state carrier from putting into effect an alleged unlawful rate, where 
such suit is merely in aid of a proceeding instituted before this Com- 
mission to have such rate declared unlawful, since the Commission 
is without power to pass on a rate which is merely proposed by a 
carrier, but which has not been put into effect 

BELIEF FBOM UNBEASONABLE FBEIGHT BATES ON INTEBSTATB SHIP* 
MENTS IS BY AOTION BEFOBE THE COMMISSION ONLY. 

The United States Supreme Court in February last jdecided the 
important case of the Texas & Pacific Railway Company v. Abilene 
Cotton Oil Company, 204 U. S., 426, which was a suit to obtain rehef 
in a State court from an alleged imreasonable interstate freight rate 
exacted by a common carrier from a shipper. The oil company 
alleged that the railway company had exacted from it on shipments 
of cotton seed from various points in Louisiana to Abilene, Tex., the 
payment of an unjust and unreasonable rate, and there were aver- 
menta that such r&te was discriminatory, constituted undue prefer- 
/ enooj and amounted to charging more ior a okoitjfeT \kaiiioT ^Vsv^tst 
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haul. The railway company resisted, on the ground that the ship- 
ments were interstate and were covered by the act to regulate com- 
merce. It was averred that, as the rate complained of was the one 
fixed in the rate sheets which the company had estabUshed and filed 
as required by the act, the State court was without jurisdiction to 
entertain the cause, and, even if such court had jurisdiction, it could 
not, without disregarding the act, grant reUef upon the basis that the 
established rate was unreasonable when it had not been found to be 
80 by the Interstate Commerce Commission. The averments of dis- 
crinunation, undue preference, and a greater charge for a shorter 
haul than for a longer haul were eliminated in the course of the trial. 
The judgment of the trial court was for the railway company; but 
the court of civil appeals of Texas reached the conclusion that juris- 
diction to grant relief existed in the State court, and that to do so 
was not repugnant to the act to regulate commerce. 

The railway company obtained writ of error to the Supreme Court 
of the United States. The assigned errors were addressed exclusively 
to the operation of the act to regulate commerce upon the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts below to entertain the controversy, and its power 
in any event to afford relief to the oil company, based upon the 
aUeged unreasonableness of the rate under the circumstances dis- 
closed. The Supreme Court reversed the judgment of the court 
below, and decided that the shipper can not maintain such an action 
without reference to any previous action by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, where such rate has been filed with the Commission and 
promulgated as provided by the act. 

The court said that the independent right of an individual origi- 
nally to maintain action to obtain pecuniary redress for violations of 
the act, conferred by section 9, must be confined to such wrongs as 
can, consistently with the context of the act, be redressed without 
previous action by the Commission, and that the provision of section 
22, that nothing therein ''shall in any way abridge or alter the 
remedies now existing at common law or by statute, but the provi- 
sions of this act are in addition to such remedies/' can not be con- 
strued as continuing in shippers a common-law right, the continued 
existence of which would be absolutely inconsistent with the provi- 
sions of the statute. 

In arriving at this conclusion the court said: 

n, without previous action by the Gommission, power might be exerted by courts 
and juries generally to determine the reaflonablenees of an established rate, it would 
follow that, unless all courts reached an identical conclusion, a uniform standard of 
rates in the future would be impossible, as the standard would fluctuate and vary, 
dependent upon the divergent conclusions reached as to reasonableness by the various 
courts called upon to consider the subject as an original question. Indeed, the recog- 
nition of such a right is wholly inconsistent mtii tk^ ^djx^ffi5fita»iC\N^ \Rr«<Bt ^s^j^^ssx^j^^ 
upon the Commission, and with the duly, 'w\ii^ \)!cka ^\»J«a\fc cM^y^ Ni.^jss^'CfcaX.NrfiftPix 
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of seeing to it that the statutory requirement as to uniformity and equality of rates is 
observed. Equally obvious is it that the existence of such a x>ower in the courts, 
independent of prior action by the Gonunission, would lead to favoritism, to the enforce- 
ment of one rate in one jurisdiction and a different one in another, would destroy the 
prohibitions against preferences and discrimination, and afford, moreover, a ready 
means by which, through collusive proceedings, the wrongs which the statute was 
intended to remedy could be successfully restricted. Indeed, no reason can be per- 
ceived for the enactment of the provision endowing the administrative tribunal 
which the act created with x>ower, on due proof, not only to award reparation to a 
particular shipper, but to command the carrier to desist from violation of the act in 
the future, thus compelling the alteration of the old or the fUling of a new schedule, 
conformably to the action of the Commission, if the power was left in the courts to grant 
relief on complaint of any shipper, upon a theory that the established rate could be 
disregarded and be treated as unreasonable, without reference to previous action by 
the Commission in the premises. This must be, because, if the power existed in both 
courts and the Commission to originally hear complaints on this subject, there might 
be a divergence between the action of the Commission and the decision of a court. In 
other words, the established schedule might be found reasonable by the Conmussion 
in the first instance and unreasonable by a court acting originally, and thus a conflict 
would arise which would render the enforcement of the act impossible. 

In the Tift case, above quoted, the Supreme Court, in distinguish- 
ing the Abilene case, said: 

We are not required to say, however, that because an action at law for damages to 
recover unreasonable rates which have been exacted in accordance with the schedule 
of rates as filed is forbidden by the interstate conmierce act a suit in equity is also 
forbidden to prevent a filing or enforcement of a schedule of unreasonable rates or a 
change to unjust or unreasonable rates. 

The case of Texas & Pacific Railway Company v. Cisco Oil Mills, 
204 U. S., 449, was reversed by the Supreme Court upon substan- 
tially the same groimds as the Abilene case; but the Supreme Court 
held further in the Cisco Oil Mills case that interstate freight rates are 
established when a schedule thereof is filed by a carrier with the Com- 
mission and copies are furnished by the railway company to its 
freight oflBices, although such rates may not be ** posted,'' as required 
by section 6 of the act. 

POWER OF CONGRESS TO DELEGATE CERTAIN DUTIES TO EXECUTIVE 

DEPARTMENTS. 

The Supreme Court of the United States decided in February last the 
case of the Union Bridge Company v. United States, 204 U. S., 
364. This case involved the constitutionaUty of an act of Congress 
empowering the Secretary of War, when satisfied, after a hearing of the 
parties interested, that a bridge over a navigable stream is an unrea- 
sonable obstruction to navigation, to require such changes or alterations 
as will render navigation reasonably safe, easy, and unobstructed. 
The bridge company claimed that the statute was in violation of the 
Constitution of the United States as delegating legislative and judicial 
powers to tlte liead of an Executive Depaxtment oi t\ie (aovenrcaKiiX.. 
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The court held that such law does not so unconstitutionally delegate 
such power, and said: 

If the principle for which the defendant contends received our approval, the con- 
clusion could hot be avoided that executive officers, in all the Departments, in carry- 
ing out the will of Congress, as expressed in statutes enacted by it, have, from the 
foundation of the National Government, exercised, and are now exercising, powers 
as to mere details that are strictly l^islative or judicial in their nature. This will 
be apparent upon an examination of the various statutes that confer authority upon 
Executive Departments in respect of the enforcement of the laws of the United 
States. IndecKl, it is not too much to say that a denial to Congress of the right, under 
the Constitution, to del^ate the power to determine some fact or the state of things 
upon which the enforcement of its enactment depends would be "to stop the wheels 
of the Government" and bring about confusion, if not paralysis, in the conduct of 
the public business. 

POWBB OF CONOBESS TO BEGULATE INTEBSTATE COMMEBOE. 

In a recent charge to the grand jury the district judge of the United 
States for the southern district of Georgia defined interstate commerce 
as intercourse for the purposes of trade in any and all of its forms, 
including transportation, purchase, sale, and exchange of commodi- 
ties becween the citizens of different States; and he further declared 
that if any commercial transaction reaches an entirety in two or more 
States, and if the parties dealing with reference to that transaction 
deal from different States, then the whole transaction is a part of an 
interstate commerce of the United States, and subject to regulation 
by Congress under the Constitution. 151 Fed. Rep., 834. 
^ The Supreme Court of the United States in the case of the Illinois 
Central Railroad Company v. McKendree, 203 U. S.^ 514, held that 
certain quarantine regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture under 
the diseased live stock act are void as in excess of the powers conferred 
by that act, where on their face they apply as well to intrastate 
as to interstate commerce. It seems that such regulations made a 
quarantine line that ran across the State of Tennessee and penalized 
transporting diseased cattle at certain times across that Une. The 
order of the Secretary of Agriculture included cattle transported 
from the south of the line, whether withia or without the State of 
Tennessee. The Government urged that it was not the intention 
of the Secretary to make provision for intrastate commerce; but the 
order in terms applied alike to interstate and intrastate commerce. 
The Supreme Court thought that this order of the Secretary in- 
cluded commerce wholly within the State and thereby exceeded any 
authority which Congress intended to confer upon him by the act 
in question. 

The United States Supreme Court in February last had occasion to 
dscide an interesting question involving what is interstate commftroft*. 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Kaiiway Com^wK^ ^.'Y«jLa».^*L^^^'^^'^ > 
403. It appeared that a grain compwoj ^A.^Kjiwaa^^^si ^^Ok-^ss^rMi 
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sold a firm at Ooldthwaitey Tex., two cars of com which as yet it did 
not own, contracted with a commission company, also at Kansas 
City, for the purchase of two cars of com to be delivered at Texar- 
kana, Tex. Previous to this the commission company had purchased 
two cars of com to be delivered to it at Texarkana, the shipment 
originating at Hudson, S. Dak., with a receiving carrier whose bills 
of lading limited its liability to its own line^ with a like limitation 
for all connecting carriers. The purchase from the commission com- 
pany by the gndn company took place while this shipment was at 
Kansas City on its way south, and two days after the purchase the 
grain company ascertained that the com to fiill its order would come 
from Kansas City. The commission company had an agent at 
Texarkana who, by arrangement between the two companies, 
reshipped the com without breaking bulk to the firm at Ooldthwaite, 
blank bills of lading having been furnished the commission company 
by the grain company, which were forwarded to the agent who, when 
they were executed by the carrier receiving the com at Texarkana, 
delivered them to its grain company. The receipt of these bills was 
the first notice the commission company had of the ultimate destina- 
tion of the shipment. Upon this state of facts the court of Texas held 
that on delivery by the commission company to the grain company at 
Texarkana the shipment lost its character of interstate commerce, 
and from Texarkana to Goldthwaite fell within the jurisdiction of 
the State railroad commission. 

The United States Supreme Court affirmed the decision in this 
case and held that the intention or purpose of the owners of an 
interstate shipment of grain to forward such grain from the original 
terminal point to another point in the same State does not make 
the shipment between such two points, when performed by a con- 
necting carrier to which the grain was delivered by the original 
terminal carrier in obedience to the instructions of the owner, an 
interstate shipment, and, as such, exempt from the regulations of a 
State railroad commission. 

In another case akin to this, the Alabama & Vicksburg Railway 
Company v. Railroad Commission of Mississippi, 203 U. S., 496, the 
Supreme Court of the United States in December, 1906, decided that 
the State commission of Mississippi may, so far as the Federal Con- 
stitution is concerned, establish a flat rate of 3} cents per 100 pounds 
on grain and grain products carried from Vicksburg to Meridian over 
the Alabama & Vicksburg Railway, where that road, under the guise 
of a "rebilling rate," gives any Vicksburg merchant receiving a 
carload of grain or grain products over the Vicksburg, Shreveport & 
Pacific Railroad a rate of 3 J cents per 100 pounds on any grain he 
may ship to Meridian. The court said: 

While it may be true that a local railway' a ehare ol an Va\.eit«Aab\;& t&\a is^^ Tio\.\^ ^ 
Intimate baaia upon which a State railroad commiBeioii ckh caXaXiMa. wA eci^^i^^ 
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ft purely local rate, yet, whenever, under the guise or pretense of a rebilling rate, 
■ome merchants are given a local rate, the Commission is justified in maViTig that rate 
the late for all. It is not bound to inquire whether it furnishes adequate returns to 
the railway company, for the State may insist upon equality, to be enforced under 
the same conditions against aU who perform a public or quasi public service. 

INJUNCTIONS TO BESTBAIN STATE BATES AND PBACTICES. 

The United States circuit court for the western district of North 
Carolina, on July 22 last, in the case of Ex parte Wood, 156 Fed. Kep., 
190, and the same court for the eastern district of that State in South- 
em Railway Company v. McNeill, 155 Fed. Rep., 756, decided that 
section 4 of the North Carolina act of 1907, prescribing the maxi- 
mum rates which may be charged by railroad companies for the 
carriage of passengers within the State, and which provides that 
any railroad company violating any provision of the act shall be liable 
to a penalty of $500 for each violation payable to the person ag- 
grieved, and any agent of such company violating the act shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor, is unconstitutional as a denial to the 
railroad companies of the equal protection of the laws by subjecting 
them to excessive and ruinous penalties if they exercise their right 
to contest the validity of the law in the courts. 

In a similar suit brought in the United States circuit court for the 
western district of Missouri in the case of the St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco Railroad Company v. Hadley et al., the court refused, on June 
17 last, to grant injunction to restrain the putting into effect of the 
State statute fixing maximum rates of passenger fares on railroads and 
decided to await a demonstration of the reasonableness or unreason- 
ableness of such rates by actual trial for a reasonable length of time. 
156 Fed. Rep., 220. 

In the case of Poor et al. v. the Iowa Central Railway Company 
et al., 155 Fed Rep., 226, the United States circuit court for the 
southern district of Iowa held, on July 11 last, that a stockholder in 
a railroad company can not maintain a suit in a Federal court to 
enjoin the company from obeying the State statute fixing freight or 
passenger rates, where the only effort made by the complainant to 
secure the desired action alleged in the bill was a demand on the 
directors and the maimer or reason for its refusal are not disclosedj 
since such refusal may have been the proper exercise of the discre- 
tionary power vested in the directors. 

The United States circuit court for the district of Minnesota, in the 
case of Perkins et al. v. the Northern Pacific Railway Company et al., 
on September 23 last, granted a preliminary injunction restraining the 
putting into effect an act of the State of Minnesota fixing rates for the 
carrying of commodities by railroads within tha StaAfc <^\s.^3w!ik ^^ssss^ 
ibat such rates, if enforced, in coimfte.\i\oTL ^rsfla ^^$i»5iJ^<5^ia» xs^Xs^s^a. 
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commodity and passenger rates made by prior acts, would, on the 
showing made, be confiscatory. 156 Fed. Rep., 445. Judge Lochren, 
in this case, said: 

I have no doubt that Congrees might very properly, tinder the constitutional pro- 
vision giving it the entire power of control over interstate commerce, assume control 
of the avenues of interstate commerce, of the railroads which are engaged in inter- 
state conmierce, and of all rates which are collected by those railroads, whether 
within the States or without the States, because the matter of those rates would affect 
these avenues of interstate commerce, and might affect their ability to continue aa 
avenues of interstate commerce. The rates, if they were fixed by the States, might 
be fixed so low in one State, and another, and all of them, that the railroadB could 
not exist and could not perform their functions as carriers of interstate commeroSy 
and for the purpose of securing these railroads as carriers of interstate commerce, 
Congress would have the power, under that provision, to take the entire control ol 
the regulation and the rates which the carriers of intrastate conmierce, upon the 
avenues of interstate commerce, would have the right to charge, the same as Con- 
gress has assumed the right, xmder the same very clause, to control the navigation 
of the coastTvise waters, bays, and lakes, and the rivers running through the country, 
even if the rivers are ^tirely within a particular State. 

In the case of the Seaboard Air Line Railway Company et al. v. 
the Raihoad Commission of Alabama et al., 155 Fed. Rep., 792, 
the United States circuit court of the middle district of Alabama, 
on July 14 last, issued a preUminary injunction restraining reductions 
in passenger and freight rates. The court said that one of the most 
satisfactory modes of arriving at the harmful or beneficial effect upon 
the revenues of corporations of the operation of statutes reducing 
rates is to take the gross and net income for the years just preceding 
the enactment of the statute, if it be probable that the business will 
continue in substantially the same volume and at the same costs, 
and compare the results in the prior years under the prior laws and 
the results which would have been effected if the reduced rates had 
been applied to such business. The court may in case of doubt 
ordDr the rates tested by actual operation; but such experimenta- 
tion with the property of anyone is never justifiable in any case where 
the facts presented on the preliminary hearing show only a moderate 
income under the former law and a very strong probability of defi- 
ciency, or scant earnings at best, under the reduced rates. 

The United States circuit court for the northern district of Geor- 
gia, in the case of the (jeorgia Railroad Company v. McLendon et al., 
155 Fed. Rep., 974, declined to issue a temporary injunction 
restraining the putting into effect of a railroad rate established by 
the State commission of Georgia, under authority given by the con- 
stitution and laws of that State after due notice and hearing, when 
the commission's order putting in the rates by its terms was not to 
take effect for nearly three months after its adoption, and no appli- 
cation for a restraining order was made until within two days of the 
expiration c^ such time. 
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The United States Supreme Court decided on November 4, 1907, 
the interesting case of Seaboard Air Line Railway v, Seegers. 
207 U. S., 73. It appeared in this case that the statute of South 
Carolina of 1903 imposed a penalty of $50 on all common carriers for 
failure to adjust damage claims within forty days. The Supreme 
Court held that this statute is not as to intrastate shipments uncon- 
stitutional as violative of the fourteenth amendment. Neither the 
classification, the amount of the penalty, or the time of adjustment 
was beyond the power of the State to determine. The amount 
involved in this case was quite small, but the court declared that 
small shipments are the ones which especially need the protection of 

penal statutes of this nature. 

FACnLITIES OF TRAFFIC. 

In the case of the Atlantic Coast Line Bailroad Company t;. 
the North Carolina Corporation Commission, 206 U. S., 1, decided 
by the United States Sjapreme Court in April last, it was held that 
the power of the State to regulate railroads extends to securing to 
the pubUc reasonable f aciUties for maring connections between dif- 
ferent carriers. An order of the North Carolina Corporation Com- 
mission required the Atlantic Coast line Railroad Company to 
restore the connection at Selma, N. C, with a train of the Southern 
Railway Company, which afforded the principal means of travel 
between the eastern and western parts of the State. 

The Supreme Court, after considering the facts of the case, decided 
that such order is not so arbitrary and imreasonable as to amoimt to 
a denial of due process of law, or to a deprivation of the equal pro- 
tection of the laws, if other connections are inadequate for the public 
convenience, although compUance with the order may necessitate 
operating an extra train at a loss or extending with Uke result the 
run of a local train. But it appeared that the income of the railroad 
company from its business in the State affords adequate remimera- 
tion after allowing for any possible loss resulting from operating 
either of such trains. The court said: 

This is 80 because, as the primal duty of a carrier b to furnish adequate facilities 
to the public, that duty may well be compelled, although by doing so as an incident 
some pecuniary loss from rendering such service may result. It follows, therefore, 
that the mere incurring of a loss from the performance of such a duty does not in 
and of itself necessarily give rise to the conclusion of unreasonableness, as would be 
the case where the whole scheme of rates was unreasonable. 

In the case of United States ex rel. Pitcaim Coal Company v. Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad Company, 154 Fed. Rep., 108, in which the 
coal company sued for a writ of mandamus to require the Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroad Company to cease from subiecting it exvd <itJcssK?. ^'^'^ 
companies to undue and unreasoii^\e ^c^ae?rosifiCL^^i^^TiL^KL *^ 
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and transportation of coal, recently decided in the United States 
circuit court for the district of Maryland, practically the same ques- 
tions were involved as arose in the complaints before the Commission 
in the cases of the railroad commission of Ohio, referred to in another 
portion of this report, in that the railroad companies did not count 
the private cars or the foreign railway fuel cars in the general distri- 
bution. In the decision of this case the court said: 

My fiTidiTig and ruling is that the relator is entitled to have allotted to it its per- 
centage of all the available car-supply equipment, whether of general or individual 
cars, and that the relator and those in like situation with it are subjected to an unrea- 
Bonable disadvantage by getting only a percentage of the free Baltimore & Ohio 
equipment after having first eliminated therefrom the individual cars, but in no case 
are the owners of the individual cars or those entitled to them by contract to be 
deprived of the exclusive use of their individual cars, but the individual cars assigned 
by the owner to be loaded at specified mines to be charged against the specified mine 
as i>art of its pro rata distribution of cars. 

As to foreign railway fuel cars, the court held that these cars were 
sent for a special purpose and could not be used for any other; that 
they are not available for commercial shipments, and that the coal so 
shipped is in a class different from the ordinary commercial ship- 
ments, and that therefore such foreign railway fuel cars should not 
be counted in the general distribution. 

Note the difference between the case just referred to and that of 
the Logan Coal Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company, 154 
Fed. Rep., 497, recently decided in the United States circuit court 
for the eastern district of Pennsylvania, In this case the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Company was, and for some time had been, observing 
the following rule: 

Conmiencing January 1, 1906, assigned cars — ^1. e., cars for Pennsylvania Railroad 
fuel supply, foreign railroad cars especially consigned for the fuel supply of railroads 
consigning such cars, and individual cars assigned by the owners to specified mines 
for loading — ^will be charged against the capacity of the mine at which they are placed. 
The difference between the rated capacity of a mine and the capacity of the assigned 
cars placed for loading will be the rate capacity on which all cars will be prorated. 

In this it will be noted that the fuel cars, including those for its 
own fuel supply and the private cars, were counted in the distribution. 

The Logan Coal Company sued out a writ of mandamus to require 
the Pennsylvania Railroad Company to discontinue the enforcement 
of that rule and to assign all specially consigned fuel cars and private 
cars arbitrarily, giving them to the mine to which such cars were so 
consigned, in addition to their full quota of sjrstem cars. In deciding 
the case the court said: 

Under sections 1, 3, and 7 of the interstate commerce act a rule providing that in the 

distribution of the cars of a railroad company available for the transportation of coal, 

cam/ortbei^lro&d^B fuel supply, foreign railroad cars specially consigned for the fuel 

supply of the conagniDg railroads, and individual can owned by the shippers and 

aaaigned to BpeciBed minee for loading, should be charged «ygBinat \)b!& cai^^id.^V} ^^ ^^ 

^aiaes at which they were placed, and that the d» " ««'^ Y^efewwn \ii^ xaX^di c»i^\Vf 
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of the mine and the capacity of such assigned cars should be the rate on which all the 
other cars of the railroad company would be prorated , which rule operated slightly to 
the advantage of the owners of individual cars, was not objectionable as a discrimina- 
tion against them. 

It will thus be seen that the conclusions reached by the United 
States circuit courts in these two districts as to the propriety of 
counting the foreign railway fuel cars in this distribution of equip- 
ment are diametrically opposed. The Commission said in the cases 
brought before it by the railroad commission of Ohio: 

With the highest respect for the views of the court in the district of Maryland, we are 
of the opinion that the conclusions reached by the court for the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania are in accordance with the spirit of the act to regulate commerce and 
appear to be supported by the great weight of authority on the subject. 

The first court decision respecting the provision of the act as 
amended prohibiting railroad companies transporting commodities 
in which they are interested was recently rendered by the supreme 
court of New York. Central Trust Company v. Pittsburg, Shawmut 
& Northern Bailroad Company, 101 N. Y. Supp., 837. It arose upon 
a petition presented to the court to authorize a receiver of the rail- 
road company to issue receivers' certificates for the purpose of open- 
ing a mine and improving the road leading thereto. The court held 
that that portion of the rate law prohibiting the ownership of mines 
by common carriers applied to this case, for the carrier had termini 
in a State other than the State in which the mines were located. The 
court denied the motion, saying that the State court would not ren- 
der its aid to accomplish the violation of the Federal statute. 

In the case of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company v. Ham- 
burger et al., decided by the circuit court for the eastern district of 
Virginia on August 30 last, the court held that under the act to regu- 
late commerce as amended by the act of June 29, 1906, a provision 
in a passenger's ticket sold by a railroad company making it non- 
transferable, where no such limitation is shown in the company's 
schedule, is unlawful and void, and that the company can not main- 
tain a suit in equity based on such provision to enjoin transfers of 
such tickets. 155 Fed. Rep., 849. 

DEMUBSAOE CHABOES. 

In February last the United States circuit court for the district of 
Massachusetts held in the case of Michie v. New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad Company, 151 Fed. Rep., 694, that the provisions 
of the act to regulate commerce requiring rates for the transportation 
and for the "receiving, delivering, storage, or handling" of property 
by an interstate carrier to be reasonable, and prohibiting discrimina- 
tion, are sufficiently broad to cover demurrage charges on InterstatA 
shipments. 
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A statute of Mississippi provides that the raih*oad commission of 
that State may fix all charges and supervise and regulate all carriers 
subject to the act, including car-service associations or other associa- 
tions governing or controlling cars or rolling stock. Enforcing this 
provision, the Mississippi commission made a rule providing that when 
cars are properly loaded and shipping instructions given the railroad 
agent must immediately issue bills of lading therefor, and that if a car 
or cars are detained or held and not carried within twenty-four hours 
thereafter the railroad company shall be Uable to the shipper for the 
payment of one dollar for each day or fraction of a day that the car 
or cars are thus detained or held. The validity of this order was con- 
tested in the courts, but in Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Bailroad Com- 
pany V. Keystone Lumber Company, 43 So. Rep., 605, the court 
held that the railroad commission had power to make such rules for 
reciprocal demurrage. 

The supreme court of North Carolina rendered a similar decision in 
the case of Stone & Company v. Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Com- 
pany, 56 S. E. Rep., 932. The North Carolina statute declares that 
it shall be unlawful for any railroad company to neglect to transport 
within a reasonable time any goods received for shipment and billed 
to or from any place in the State, unless otherwise agreed between 
the parties or imless the same be destroyed, under a penalty. It is 
further provided that the railroad shall be deemed to have trans- 
ported the goods in a reasonable time if it has done so within the 
ordinary time required for such transportation, and that a delay of 
two days at the initial point, and forty-eight hours at one intermedi- 
ate point for each 100 miles or fraction over which goods are to be 
transported, shall be held to be prima facie reasonable, and a failure 
to transport within such time shall be held prima facie imreasonable. 
The supreme court of North Carolina decided that this statute is a 
legitimate exercise of the police power of the State, and reasonable 
in its provisions. 

FREE PASSES. 

An interesting case involving construction of the recent free-pass 
amendment to the act arose in the United States circuit court for the 
western district of Kentucky in the case of Mottley et al. v. Louisville 
& Nashville Railroad Company, 150 Fed. Rep., 406. It seems that 
Mottley and his wife made a contract in October, 1871, with the 
Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company, by which the carrier, in 
consideration of a release of damages for injuries to complainants, 
contracted to issue free passes over its line to complainants during 
their natural Uves. This agreement was accepted by the complain- 
ants and the railroad company, from its date until January 1 last, 
far each of the next succeeding thirty-five years, Vsisvi^d. to t\iek caicl- 
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plainant the passes it thereby stipulated to issue. On January 1 the 
defendant refused to issue any further passes for interstate transpor- 
tation to complainants, claiming that the free-pass amendment to the 
act made such issuance illegal. Upon the complainants bringing suit 
to compel defendant to specifically perform the stipulations of the 
contract the defendant demurred to the biU, setting up such amend- 
ment as defense. The court overruled the demurrer and said: 

Nothwithstandiiig the general ptirpose of the act and notwithstanding the general 
language used therein, must we conclude that Congress intended to deal with the 
very unusual case of contracts like that with the complainant, whereby they had 
already contracted and paid for their own transportation as passengers over defend- 
ant's lines? Complainants, by paying for it, had acquired a vested right, certainly 
as between them and the defendant, to the thing the latter contracted to deliver. 
Under these circumstances, is it fair or more near right to assume that Congress meant 
to destroy this vested right without requiring the defendant to reimburse the com- 
plainants the money potentially paid for the service than it is to assume that Congress 
meant to do no such unjust and unnecessary thing even by the general language of 
the act? The invalidation of the complainants' contract would have no appreciable 
effect upon the general operations of the act, and would, therefore, be practically as 
uimecessary as it would be unjust. Such invalidation could be justified upon no 
principle which would aid in the general purposes of the legislation, but would be 
the wanton infliction of an unnecessary wrong. We are unwilling, therefore, to 
impute to Congress a deliberate intention of that character, and we believe the authori- . 
ties justify this reluctance. 

This case is now pending on appeal in the United States Supreme 
Court, and an early, opinion is expected. 

SAFETY-APPLIANCE ACT. 

The most important decision under the Federal safety-appliance 
acts during the past year was that rendered by the United States 
Supreme Court in March last in the case of Schlemmer v. Buffalo, 
Rochester & Pittsburg Railway Company, 205 U. S., 1. 

This was an action for the death of the plamtiflf's intestate while 
trying to couple a shovel car to a caboose. A nonsuit was directed 
at the trial, and the direction was sustained by the supreme court of 
the State of Pennsylvania. The shovel car was part of a train on its 
way through Pennsylvania from a point in New York, and was not 
equipped with an automatic coupler in accordance with the safety- 
appliance acts. Instead of such a coupler it had an iron drawbar 
fastened underneath the car by a pin and projecting about a foot 
beyond the car. This drawbar weighed about 80 pounds, and its 
free end played up and down. On this end was an eye, and the coup- 
ling had to be done by lifting the free end possibly a foot, so that it 
should enter a slot in an automatic coupler on the caboose and allow 
a pin to drop through the eye. Owing to the absence of buffers on 
the shovel car and to its being so high thaA, v\» ^ wSAl ^v>sss^ ^-^^sst ^^ssssrs^^ 
on the caboose, the car and ca\>oose ^oxiXi^L ^T>a^ vck^^-^^ ^a'^^^^^*^ 
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them if they came together and the coupling failed to be made. Schlem- 
mer was ordered to make the coupling and the train was slowly 
approaching the caboose. To do so he had to get between the cars, 
keeping below the level of the bottom of the shovel car. It was dusk, 
and in endeavoring to obey the order and to guide the drawbar he 
rose a very little too high, and, as he failed to hit the slot, the top of 
his head was crushed. 

The State court decided In this case, as a matter of law, that a 
railway employee killed in the manner above described was guilty 
of contributory negligence in lifting his head a Uttle too high after 
he had been warned of the danger. The Supreme C!ourt of the 
United States, in reversing the judgment of the supreme court of 
Pennsylvania, held that the State court can not by such decision 
defeat the appellate jurisdiction of the Federal Supreme Court, 
where section 8 of the safety-appUance act was specially invoked as 
excluding the defense of assumption of risk. 

The Supreme Court also decided that a shovel car is a "car** 
within the meaning of the act, and that the burden of proof is upon 
a carrier to bring itself within the exception in favor of four-wheeled 
cars which is made by the provision in section 6 of the act. In dis- 
cussing the difference between assumption of risk and contributory 
negUgence, the court said: 

* ABBumption of risk in this broad seiiBe obvioufily shades into negligence as commonly 
understood. N^ligence consists in conduct which common experience or the special 
knowledge of the actor shows to be so likely to produce the result complained of, under 
the circumstances known to the actor; that he is held answerable for that result, 
although it was not certain, intended, or foreseen. He is held to assume the risk upon 
the same ground. (Choctaw, O. & G. R. Go. v. McDade, 191 U. S., 64.) Apart from 
the notion of contract rather shadowy as applied to this broad form of the latter 
conception, the practical difference of the two ideas is in the degree of their proximity 
to the particular harm. The preliminary conduct of getting into the dangerous 
employment or relation is said to be accompanied by assimiption of the risk, the act 
more immediately leading to a specific accident is called n^ligence, but the difference 
between the two is one of d^ree rather than of kind; and when a statute exonerates a 
servant from the former, if at the same time it leaves the defense of contributory negli- 
gence still open to the master (a matter upon which we express no opinion), then, 
unless great care be taken, the servant's rights will be sacrificed by simply chaiging 
him with assumption of the risk under another name. Especially is this true in 
Pennsylvania, where some cases, at least, seem to have treated assimiption of risk and 
negligence as convertible terms. We can not help thinking that this happened in the 
present case, as well as that the ruling upon Schlemmer's negligence was so involved 
with and dependent upon erroneous views of the statute that if the judgment stood 
the statute would suffer a wound. 

On May 21, 1907, the United States district court for the eastern 

district of North Carolina in the case of United States v. Atlantic 

Coast line Raihroad Company, 153 Fed. Rep., 918, decided that an 

Bction by the United States against a railroad company to recover 

perndtdea for violatdoDa of the safety-appUance «hc\i ib oTi<^ oi dsbt. 
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and in such an action brought in North Carolina, where the plead- 
ing is governed by the State practice, it is not necessary that the . 
complaint should allege a specific date in describing the violations. 
It was further declared in this case that in such an action it is not 
incumbent on the plaintiff to allege and prove that the defendant had 
not used due care or ordinary diligence in making an inspection or 
in repairing such defects as that inspection may have disclosed; the 
purpose of the statute being to make a railroad company liable imcon- 
ditionally for its violations. 

In the case of United States v. St. Louis« Iron Mountain & South- 
em Railway CJompany, 154 Fed. Rep., 516, the United States dis- 
trict court for the western district of Tennessee said that the phrase 
''used in moving interstate traffic " in section 2 of the safety-appliance 
act does not mean that the car must be actually loaded and on its 
journey from one State to another in order to be within the provisions 
of the act, but only that it has been, and is intended to be, so used 
whenever required, and it is a violation of the act to move such a 
car not equipped with automatic couplers from one State to another 
as part of a train, although it is empty at the time; nor is the mere 
fact that it is destined to a repair shop a defense. 

The safety-appliance act, said the United States district court for 
the southern district of Illinois in the case of United States v. Wabash 
Railroad CJompany, not yet reported, requires that each coupler on 
a car be operative in itself, so that an employee wiU not have to go 
to another car to uncouple the car in question. 

The supreme court of the State of Kansas recently in the case of 
the Missouri Pacifio Railway Company v. Brinkmeier had occasion 
to construe provisions of the safety-appliance act. It seems that the 
trial judge in this case instructed the jury that if the coupler was de- 
fective and the plaintiff was thereby injured, a verdict against the 
defendant would be proper regardless of whether it had been negligent 
or not. The Supreme Court held that this instruction was erroneous, 
as the burden of proof in such cases is upon the plaintiff to show that 
defendant was negligent in having defective appUances in use. From 
this it seems that .the court decided that a carrier has to use only 
ordinary diligence in keeping its couplings in repair. The Conunission 
filed a supplemental petition in the supreme court of Kansas asking 
for a rehearing of the case, and it is understood that this proceeding 
is novel in that it is the first in which the Federal Government has 
interceded in a State court for a construction of a Federal statute. 

In United States district court for the district of Colorado, in the 
case of United States v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany, 150 Fed. Rep., 442, the court held that the safety-appliance 
act is penal in its nature, and that a mere faSbos^ c>ki ^^sv^^*^ «^rs^s^ 
pony's inspector on first inspeotrng a c«c\)^oicfe ^^^Jctotm^^^^^*^ vw^^js^^e- 
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necting carrier to discover that the chain attached to the lever by 
which the automatic coupler was operated was broken, the same 
having been discovered and repaired on a subsequent inspection 
before delivery to the connecting carrier, did not constitute a vio- 
lation of the safety-appUance act. 

In January last the United States district court of the siecond 
judicial district of the Territory of Arizona, in the case of United 
States V. El Paso & Southwestern Bailroad Company, not yet reported, 
decided that complaint for violation of the safety-appliance act 
aUeging that defendant is a common carrier engaged in commerce 
by railroad particularly between the Territories of Arizona and New 
Mexico is sufficient, as the interteriitorial commerce therein alleged 
is equivalent, under the safety-appUance act of 1903, to interstate 
commerce under the original act of 1893. 

In the case of United States v. Southern Pacific Company, decided 
April 1 last, 154 Fed. Rep., 897, the district court of the United 
States for the district of Oregon held that the fact that there were 
other defects in the cars than those prohibited by the safety-appliance 
acts affords no excuse for delaying the repairs requisite to compliance 
with such act. The court said that lack of knowledge that an appa- 
ratus, required to be kept in repair by the safety-appliance acts, was 
defective does not constitute a defense to a suit brought to enforce the 
prescribed penalty for noncompliance, and that railroads must ascer- 
tain for themselves and at their peril whether or not they haul cars 
with defective couplers. 

It was further declared by the court that repairs that can be had 
without the necessity of taking the cars to a repair shop should be 
made dining the journey; but repairs that can not be so made should 
be done at the nearest repair shop in course of transit, as carriers can 
not, for their convenience, carry defective cars by one repair shop to 
another. It was the manifest intention of Congress, said the court, 
in passing the safety-appliance acts, to consider the safety of railway 
employees at all times, and a break in the continuity of such safety 
would defeat in large measiu^ the paramount purpose of the law. 

On October 5 last the United States district court for the district of 
Nebraska, in the case of the United States against the Chicago, Bur- 
lington & Quincy Railway Company, 156 Fed. Rep., 180, decided that 
knowledge is not an elomont of an offense under the safety-appliance 
act. The faihiro to inchide knov:ledge as an element of the offense 
mu8t have been present in the mind of the enacting body, and its 
omission was intentional, in order that this statute might induce such 
a high dogrt>o of care and diligence on the part of the railway company 
as to noci\s8itate a change in the nmnner of inspecting appliances, and 
io protect tho Vives^ and safety of employees from accident due to de- 
/eotlvo appliance such as is designated in ttiia ^yct* 
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In the case of the United States v, the Illinois Central Railroad 
Company (two cases), 156 Fed. Bep., 182, the United States district 
court for the western district of Kentucky, on November 1 last, declared 
that if the safety appliances were all in good order and condition when 
the car was originally started on its interstate journey, and afterwards 
became defective in transit, to entitle the United States to recover the 
prescribed penalty it must prove that the defects had respectively 
• been either in fact discovered by the carrier or else that they could 
have been discovered and corrected by it by the exercise of the utmost 
degree of care and diligence which could be expected at the hands of 
a highly prudent man under similar circumstances. This decision is 
exactly contrary to the one last above mentioned. 

On the same date the same court rendered decision in two safety- 
appliance cases against the Louisville & Nashville Kailroad Company. * 
In one case it appeared that a car owned by defendant railroad com- 
pany came into its yards, loaded with interstate traffic, with one of the 
handholds missing. It was moved by defendant to other yards, and 
then for delivery to a connecting carrier, still in the same condition. 
Defendant had facilities for repairing the car at its yards, and during 
the time made two inspections of it, but did not discover the defect. 
The court held that the carrier failed to exercise the measure of care 
required by the safety -appliance acts, and was subject to the penalty 
prescribed for its violation. 156 Fed. Rep., 193. 

In the other case it appeared that a car of the carrier was found in 
its yards in LouisviUe loaded with pig iron which had been shipped 
from another State, with the chain forming a part of the coupler on 
one end broken, rendering the device inoperative. The defect was 
discovered by defendant, but could not be repaired where the car was 
without blocking the entire business of the yards, and the place of 
business of the consignee of the iron was only four blocks distant and 
nearer than the repair track, and defendant therefore took the car to 
the consignee, where it was unloaded, and from there to the repair 
track where it was repaired. It did not appear what company had 
brought the car to the yards. The court decided in this case that the 
defendant took the practicable course after discovering the defect, and 
was not guilty of a violation of the safety -appliance acts. 156 Fed. 
Rep., 196. 

In the case of the United States v. El Paso & Southwestern Railroad 
Company and another, not yet reported, decided April 10 last, the 
United States district court for the western district of Texas held that 
the highest degree of care in inspection and making repairs as the 
inspection disclosed in this case is not in any way a defense in an action 
brought to recover a penalty for violation of the safety-appliance laws. 

On November 19 last the district court of tha U\v\ii^^\s^fe^ Vs^'^^sss.^ 
eastern district of IllinoiB, in the^ ewae^ cA \}afe\i\fiXi^ ^\a^s^ ^^^ "^^^^^^ 
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Wabash Railroad Company, not yet reported, decided that in an action 
brought to recover the penalty provided in section 6 of the safety- 
appliance act, it is no defense to show that defendant has used diligence 
or care of any degree to keep the cars in a reasonably safe condition. 
The statute commands a duty. The defendant must perform that duty, 
and it moves cars in a defective condition at its peril. 

The United States circuit court of appeals for the eighth circuit, on 
November 25 last, reversed the decision of the district court for the 
district of Colorado in the case of the United States against the Colo- 
rado & Northwestern Railroad Company, and remanded the case for 
a new trial. This important decision has not yet been reported, but 
the findings of the court are as follows: 

The safety -appliance acts apply to and govern a railroad company 
engaged in interstate commerce which operates entirely within a single 
State independently of all other carriers. The transportation of arti- 
cles of interstate commerce is the test of the application of these acts. 
The importation into one State from another is the test of interstate 
commerce. Every part of every transportation of articles of com- 
merce in a continuous passage from a commencement in one State to 
a prescribed destination in another is a transaction of interstate com- 
merce, and every carrier who transports such goods through any part 
of such continuous passage is engaged in interstate commerce, whether 
the goods are carried upon through bills of lading or are rebilled by 
the several carriers. Congress may lawfully affect intrastate com- 
merce so far as necessary to regulate effectually and completely inter- 
state commerce, because the Constitution reserved to Congress plenary 
power to regulate interstate and foreign conmierce, and the Constitu- 
tion and the acts of Congress in pursuance thereof are the supreme 
law of the land. The construction of the language of the safety- 
appliance acts is not controlled by the language or by the interpreta- 
tion of the terms of the interstate commerce act. 

Construction and interpretation have no function where the terms 
of the statute are plain and certain and its meaning is clear. In such 
a case Congress must be presumed to mean what it has plainly ex- 
pressed. The natural, common, or obvious meaning of the language 
of a law must be preferred, save in rare and exceptional cases, to a 
recondite signification evolved only by patient study and diligent 
search for it. The rule in pari materia is inapplicable where the pro- 
visions of the later statute are positive and explicit, and also where 
the subjects of the statutes, the mischiefs at which they are leveled 
and the remedies so provided, are radically different. It does not 
subject the construction of the safety-appliance acts to the language 
or the interpretation of the interstate conmierce act. Where Con- 
gress makes do exception from a plain and certain declaration in an 
set, there is ordinarily a presumption tbat it iu\/^Tvd^ Ya \si^<^ \io\i^« 
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A secret intention of the law-making body may not be lawfully as- 
sumed by the courts and interpreted into a statute whose language is 
plain and unambiguous and does not express or necessarily imply it. 
Courts can give effect legally to the intention of the law-making body 
expressed in a statute, or necessarily implied, and to those only. 
At the beginning of the opinion the court asked this question : 

Is a common carrier which operates a raih'oad entirely within a single State and 
transports thereon articles of commerce shipped in continuous yaaBogea from places 
without the State to stations on its road, or from stations on its road to points without 
the State, free from any common control, management, or arrangement with another 
carrier for a continuous carriage or shipment thereof, subject to the provisions of the 
safety-appliance acts? 

The court answered this question in the affirmative. 

ABBrrBATION ACT. 

In a recent decision of the circuit court for the northern district of 
Califomia in the case of In re Southern Pacific Company and others, 
155 Fed. Rep., 1001, it was held that an arbitration of differences 
between an interstate carrier and its employees, imder act of June 
1, 1898, is essentially a common-law arbitration, and rests solely on 
the written agreement of arbitration entered into by the parties, 
which limits and determines, not only the rights of the parties 
thereto, but also the extent of the powers of the arbitrators, and it 
is to be construed in accordance with the rules governing the 
construction of contracts, rather than those applicable to pleadings. 
The court discussed and construed the particular arbitration agree- 
ment submitted in this case. 

DIVISION OF PBOSEOXmONS. 

Early in the present year the Conmiission organized a new divi- 
sion, known as the "division of prosecutions," to take full charge 
of investigations into criminal violations of the act to regulate com- 
merce. On receipt of information of any violation of the act amoimt- 
ing to a criminal infraction of the law, it becomes the duty of this 
division to make such investigations as may be necessary to 
determine whether or not the matter is one proper to be brought to 
the attention of the Department of Justice. In any case where it is 
finally determined by the Conmiission that a criminal prosecution 
is proper, it is the duty of the division to prepare the case for 
presentation to the United States attorney in the district having 
jurisdiction. 

In connection with this work of enforcement of the law by means of 
criminal prosecutions, the Department of Justice and its various dis- 
trict attorneys have, throughout the year, been active and effective. 
Almost without exception those prosecutions brought to tx\akV«?^^ 
resulted in convictions; also a imrcAict oi \a!g^ yck^^^^kq^* ^'^^w^ 
bave been won in the apx>ellate co\ix\;a. 
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Investigations during the year by the division of prosecutions 
give warrant for the statement that rebating by the direct payment 
of money or by billing at less than the published rates is now far 
less common than ever before. The amendments to the act to regu- 
late commerce and to the EUdns Actj made in Jime, 1906, by which 
imprisonment as a possible penalty was restored, are chiefly respon- 
sible for this cessation in rebating by direct methods. 

Preferences are undoubtedly enjoyed by some shippers by which 
they are given a substantial advantage over their imfavored com- 
' petitors. The means by which the bulk of these preferences are 
given are so plainly devices to evade the law that no new legislation 
is necessary for their suppression. As investigations made during 
the yeat indicate, the methods of granting or gaining unlawful 
advantage, as now practiced, are generally as follows: 

By means of percentage divisions of joint rat^ by which railroads 
belonging to large shippers are given more than reasonable compen- 
sation for their portion of the joint service. Unduly large allow- 
ances to such industrial roads for switching are also made, with the 
effect of returning to the shippers owning such roads a portion of the 
freight money paid by them. 

By means of the billing of commodities shipped from interchange 
points as through shipments from some point beyond. The devices 
by which this is accomplished are various in form, but the result under 
all is that the goods are transported at proportions of through rates, 
less in amoimt than the rates that should be paid. 

By means of rebates upon State shipments made by interstate 
shippers upon the open or tacit imderstanding that they shall influ- 
ence the routing of interstate business. 

By means of settlement of claims for loss of goods or damage to 
goods in transit. The prompt settlement of claims made by favored 
shippers, while dilatory methods are pursued as to claims made by 
other shippers, and also the settlement of claims made by favored 
shippers without adequate investigation, are the means resorted to 
in this regard. 

By means of payments in the guise of allowances for elevation of 
grain, allowances for compression of cotton, and the like, such pay- 
ments operating as reductions of the rate. A number of violations 
of this kind have been prosecuted to a successful conclusion in the 
district of Minnesota during the past year. 

By means of the misbilling of shipments as to character and under- 
billing as to weight. This is largely a shipper's crime, by which 
carriers are defrauded of their just earnings, and more scrupulous 
shippers are placed at a disadvantage. 
By meana oi the purchase of property by carriers from shippers at 
prices in excess of the market value. In some Vnalancfea \iJMk ^ox^tt^AtA 
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of purchase provide for payment at monthly or yearly intervals, the 
amoimt of such payments to be determined by the number of ship- 
ments made. In at least one other case the contract by which a short 
line of railroad was purchased by an interstate carrier from a large 
shipper contained an agreement that the purchasing carrier should 
receive all of the shipper's business for the period of ten years. There 
is reason to believe that the price paid for the road was largely in 
excess of its value. The purchase price was paid in full. The con- 
tract for the routing of freight is incapable of legal enforcement, but 
the information of the Commission is that it is being observed by the 
shipper. 

By means of discrimination in the published rates in favor of locali- 
ties occupied by favored shippers or in favor of products manufac- 
tured only by such shippers, which products are in competition with 
other articles bearing relatively an imduly high rate of freight. 

ENFORCEMENT OF THE ACT. 

Several important rulings have been made by the courts during the 
past year. These rulings are in favor of the strict enforcement of the la^ 
and in favor of a construction of the law, even in criminal cases, calcu- 
lated to effect the purpose of the act and to secure absolute equality 
of treatment for all shippers. In Appendix E of this report will be 
found a statement of the cases brought to judgment in the trial 
courts during the year, and of the cases now pending in the trial 
courts. A r6sum6 of the opinions handed down since December 1, 
1906, is given herewith. 

OPINIONS OF THE COURTS. 

(Since December 1, 1906.) 

Annour Packing Company v. United States, 153 Fed.. 1. (United States circuit 
court of appeals, eighth circuit. April 29, 1907. Sanborn, Hcok, and Adams, 
JJ.): 

The opinion here also covers Swift & Co. v. United States; Morris & Co. v. United 
States; and Cudahy Packing Co. v. United States, the so-called "Packing-House 
cases," the facts in which are identical in nature. The indictments in these cases 
were found in the western district of Missouri on December 15, 1905, and charged the 
acceptance of rebates from rail carriers on account of the transportation from Kansas 
City to New York of packing-house products en route to Christiania, Norway. On 
June 12, 1906, the defendants were found guilty, and on June 22, 1906, a fine of $15,000 
was imposed in each case. In sustaining these judgments on April 29, 1907, the 
circuit court of appeals for the eighth circuit made the following holdings: 

The giving or receiving of a rebate or concession whereby property in interstate or 
foreign commerce is transported at a less rate than that legally filed and published 
is a continuous crime judicable in any court of the United States having jurisdiction, 
of crimes through whose district the transportation is conducted. 

A rebate or concession from a part of a single rate whereby property ^a txa^w^Rstfvs^ 
thereunder at a less rate than the QBtab^akied wXft Sa ^ cftT\s»ssstfsa.VNsai.SisiA ^siaafc-w^Rk. 

and renders all transportation tkereundei W\e|E;d\. 
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The rates of transportation from places in the United States to ports of transshipment 
and from ports of entry to places in the United States of property in foreign commerce 
carried under through bills of lading are required to be filed and published by the 
amended Interstate Commerce Act of 1887. If carried under an aggregate through rate 
which is the sum of the ocean rate and the rate from or to a place in the United States to 
or from a port of transshipment or of entry, the latter rate b required to be filed and 
published. If carried under a joint through rate by virtue of a common control, man- 
agement, or arrangement of the inland and ocean carriers, the joint rate is required to 
be filed and published. 

The giving or receiving of a rebate or concession whereby property in interstate or 
foreign commerce ia transported at less than the published rate is the essence of the 
offense denounced by the pertinent i>aragraph of the Elkins Act. The "device" by 
which the concession or transportation is brought about is not an essential element of the 
crime, and it is unnecessary to plead it in an indictment. The meaning of the clause 
**by any device whatsoever" in that paragraph is, directly or indirectly, in any way 
whatever. 

A contract between a carrier and a shipper to transport the latter's goods in inter- 
state or foreign commerce at the then established rate for a definite time is ineffective 
after a higher rate has been filed and published as required by law. The time during 
which a rate different from the agreed rate is established by filing and publishing is 
excepted from the term of such a contract by virtue of the national acts to regulate 
commerce, which are a part thereof. Such a contract constitutes no defense to a charge 
of giving or receiving a rebate or concession from the filed and published rate. 

The only criminal intent requisite to a conviction of an offense created by a statute 
which is not malum in ae is the purpose to do the act in violation of the statute. No 
moral turpitude or wicked intent is essential to a conviction of such a crime. 

A writ of certiorari to the circuit court of appeals for the eighth circuit in the above 
cases has been granted by the Supreme Court of the United States. Argument will be 
had in the Supreme Court on January 20, 1908. 

Bitterman et al. v. Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company (Supreme Court of the 
United States, December 2, 1907): 

This was a case for injunction to restrain ticket scalpers from dealing in the return 
portions of cut-rate round-trip tickets. In the course of the opinion the court said : 

When the restrictions embodied in the act concerning equality of rates and the 
prohibitions against preferences are borne in mind the conclusion can not be escaped 
&iat the right to issue tickets of the class referred to carried with it the duty on the 
carrier of exercising due diligence to prevent the use of such tickets by other than the 
orieinal purchasers, and therefore caused the nontransferable clause to be operative 
ana effective against anyone who wrongfully might attempt to use such tickets. Any 
other view would cause the act to destroy itself, since it would necessarily imply that 
the recognition of the power to issue reduced rate excursion tickets conveyedf with it 
the right to disregard the prohibitions against preferences which it was one of the great 
purposes of the act to render efficacious. This must follow, since, if the return portion 
of tne round-trip ticket be used by one not entitled to the ticket, and who otherwise 
would have haa to pay the full one-way fare, the person so successfully traveling on 
the ticket would not only defraud the carrier but effectually enjoy a preference over 
similar one-way travelers who had paid their full fare and who were unwilling to be 
participants in a fraud upon the railroad company. 

United States v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway, not yet reported. (Southern 
district of California, November 7, 1907. Wellborn, J.) 

In this case the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway was indicted for conceding 

its carload rates on 66 less than carload shipments of lime. A trial beforo a jury 

resulted in the verdict of guilty on all counts, and on November 17, 1907, a fine 6i 

$5,000 on each count, aggr^ating |330,000, was imposed by the court. 

Before the trial defendant moved to quash the BummoTiB \xpoii\)icvA ^omid that it had 

been compelled to produce its books before the grand ^Mty, \]ti\iBl\aiaAscm% wv^rsor^ 
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against itself. Following Hale v. Henkle (201 U. S., 43), the court held that a corpor- 
ation is not a person within the meaning of the fifth amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, and that therefore it was not entitled to the protection of that 
amendment. Consequently the Government had a right to examine its books without 
thereby precluding a prosecution for offenses so discovered. 

In denying this motion the court also held that the act of June 29, 1906, by its 
repeal of the then existing Elkins Act did not make impossible indictments and prose- 
cutions for offenses committed prior to that time, as to which indictments had not yet 
been found. In this the court followed decisions of Morris, J. , in the district of Minne- 
sota; Landis, J., in the northern district of Illinois; Hazel, J., in the western district 
of New York, and Holt, J., in the southern district of New York. 

On the trial the defendant railway introduced evidence to prove that its concession 
of rates less than its published rates for this traffic had been made in compromise, in 
good faith, of certain legitimate claims held by the shipper against the railway for loss 
of goods and damage to goods. At the close of evidence the Grovemment moved to 
strike out all this testimony relating to allied compromise of claims as irrelevent. 
This motion was allowed by the court, which held that the act to regulate commerce 
miist be so interpreted as to secure its object of absolute uniformity for shippers with- 
out any discriminations whatever. The court said: 

I hold that the acceptance by the defendant of a less sumof money than that named 
in its tariff for the transportation of the property described in the indictment, if there 
has been such acceptance, was a departure from the legal rate, and that it is no justi- 
fication for such a departure, nor is it any defense to a prosecution therefor that the 
acts of the carrier were done in compromise of claims for loss of property in transit. 

The court also said: 

A rate to be uniform in its operation must necessarily be expressed in dollars or 
cents, and when so expressed, as is the case with the rate here involved, the mode of 
payment is an essential part of the rate. 

United States v, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company and United States v. Baltimore 
& Ohio Railroad Company et al., 153 Fed., 997. (District court, northern dis- 
trict of West Virginia, April 19, 1907. (5off, J.) 

Demurrers to the indictments in the above cases were sustained. In United States 
V. B. <& 0. R. R. Co. the indictment was framed under sections 3 and 10 of the act to 
regulate commerce for the failure of the railway to furnish switch connections to a 
shipper tendering interstate traffic for transportation, although such connections were 
furnished to other shippers. The court expressed doubt whether or not it was the 
intention of Congress by the language used in section 3 to render a defendant liable 
to a criminal prosecution for its failure or refusal to make such switch connections as 
were referred to in the indictment. This point was not decided, however, the 
demurrer being sustained on the ground that the indictment failed to contain the 
necessary allegations. 

In United States v. B. db O. R. R. Co. et al. (four indictments), the charge waa that 
the defendants unlawfully practiced an unreasonable discrimination in respect to the 
transportation of property in interstate commerce by refusing to give a certain coal 
company its rightful share of cars and motive power, while furnishing the rightful 
share to competing companies. The demurrers to these indictments also were sus- 
tained on the ground that the necessary all^ations were not contained in the indict- 
ments. . 

United States v. Camden Iron Works, 150 Fed. . 214. (District court, eastern district of 
Pennsylvania, January 24, 1907. Holland, J.): 

In overruling a motion in arrest of judgment and for a new trial on an information 
charging defendant with having received a rebate, the court made the following state- 
ments of law: 

Offenses i^gainst the act to regulate comxnetc^ -^wst \ft ■i\aia*C^^^SSRRi^^s«i\.X5(«Baj% 

"inf&mouB** may be prosecuted by iniormatioii. 
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The circuit court of appeals for the seventh circuit placed its aflSrmance of the 
judgment below upon the ground that the contract between the Schwarzschild A 
Sulzberger Go. and the Alton was illegal and void, saying: 

The trouble in this case, however, comes from the fact that the Alton did not take a 
lease of the Schwarzschild & Sulzber^ tracks for the purpose of discharging its under- 
takings as an interstate common earner. It had undertaken to carry for aU the ship- 
ping public a carload of meats from Kansas City, Kans. , to New York for |20, say. For 
that purpose it controlled by means of its connections a public l^hway. The 
Schwarzschild & Sulzberger tracks were not a part of that hignwa^r. Txiey were not 
used by the Alton in serving the. shipping public generally. Their only use was in 
getting a particular shipper's freight from ms own proper^ on to the public hi^way. 
* * * In our iudement the jury were warranted in findinjB; that the tracks in ques- 
tion were plant facilities * * * and not instrumentalities for the Alton's use in 
discharging its duties to the public. * * * The lease of these plant ^ilities was 
thereby a device whereby the property of the Schwarzschild & Sulzberger Co. was 
transported at |19 a car while other shippers were paying |20. 

United States v. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha RaOway Comp^iy et al.; 
Same v. Great Northern Railway Company et al. (4 cases): Same v, Wisconsin 
Central Railway Company et al. ; Same v. Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad et al.; 
Same v, Ames-Brooks Company; Same v. Duluth-Superior Milling Company; 
Same v, McCaull-Dinsmore Company; 151 Fed., 84. (District court, district 
of Minnesota, fourth division. Morris, J.): 

In overruling demurrers to the indictments in the above cases Judge Morris held 
as follows: 

In an indictment based on section 1 of the EUdns Act charging an interstate carrier 
with the giving of rebates, where it is averred that the defendant received the legal 
rate and afterwards paid a rebate, it is not necessary to allege or to prove a prior agree- 
ment for such rebate. 

It being argued on demurrer that the acts of June 29, 1906, had repealed the prior 
Elkins Act and had provided for the continuance of prosecutions where indictments 
had already been found without providing for the indictment and prosecution of 
other offenders, and that therefore such indictments could not be found, the court 
held, in an exhaustive opinion, that section 13 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States saves all such prosecutions, and that the act of June 29, 1906, did not act as a 
pardon to persons or corporations who had theretofore violated the act to regulate 
commerce. 

United States v. Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railway Company, 152 Fed., 
269. (Southern district of New York. Holt, J.): 

The indictment in this case (ten counts) charged the defendant carrier with the 
offense of giving rebates on shipments moving in 1903, 1904, and 1905. The odd- 
numbered counts charged the payment of rebates on shipments of merchandise from 
New York City, N. Y., to Buffalo, N. Y., via a line situated in part in New Jersey 
and Pennsylvania. The even-numbered counts charged payments on shipments 
from New York to points beyond Buffalo. 

It was urged on the demurrer that shipments from Ne^ York to Buffalo are not 
interstate commerce. The court held that inasmuch as the shipments moved out- 
side of the State en route they were interstate commerce. It was also claimed that 
even if such transportation be interstate, the act does not apply to such a case. This 
contention was overruled, the court saying: 

I think that the simplest theory is that as soon as merchandise ia carried fsom one 
State to another it becomes interstate. 

Another ground of demurrer was that no crime was charged, inasmuch as the indict- 
ment alleged the payment of rebates not to the American Sugar Refining Co., the 
shippers of the sugar, but to one LoweU M. Palmer, the agent of the sugar-refining 
companies. The court held that the mere feet that a rebObtA \aTkKA.^^^\Rk*Cwfc.^sssffg^^> 
but is paid to somebody else, is qmte uxm^tbtensil xsaA'ei \JfcL^'^2i^HiA Vws*.* *'*''^&.'^^^^^^^ 

24274—08 a 
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* 

&ct a rebate, concession, or discrimination, whereby the property is transported at a 
less rate than that named in the tariff, the Unlawful act is committed . " 

It was also held in this case that while payments by way of commissions to soliciton 
of business were not illegal, it was quite impossible to regard the agent of a 8hipi>er 
having authority to route shipments as also an agent for the railroad company enti- 
tled to such commissions. 

It was also uiged in this case that the act of June 29, 1906, had repealed the Elkins 
Act and had provided that only cases where indictments had already been found 
should be thereafter prosecuted. The court, following decisions theretofore made 
by other district and circuit courts and after an examination of the authorities, held 
that this point was not good and that the right to prosecute was saved by section 13 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States. 

United States v. Great Northern Railway, not yet reported. (Southern district of 
New York. Holt, J.): 

On February 19, 1907, an indictment in this case was found chaiging'defendant with 
having given rebates on account of shipments of sugar moving during the year 1902 
from Boston to Sioux City, Iowa, over the above railroad and connections by rail and 
by water. Defendant demurred upon various grounds. The demurrer was argued 
before Hough, district judge, and by him overruled, the opinion not yet being reported . 
One point made on the demurrer was that the transportation moved before the enact- 
ment of the Elkins Act. It was claimed, therefore, that prosecution under the Elkins 
Act could not be maintained. The court held that inasmuch as the rebate in question 
was paid after the enactment of the Elkins Act, the prosecution could proceed, the 
crime being of the date of payment of the rebate. '^The said unlawful arrangement 
was not completed until 1904, when the moneys were paid. When the transaction 
was completed the Elkins Act had made each and every part thereof not only unlawful, 
but a criminal offense." It was held that nothing was given by the agreement to give, 
said agreement being unenforceable and contrary to law, and therefore that the pay- 
ment and acceptance of the rebate constituted a crime in 1904. So viewed, the appli- 
cation of the Elkins Act in this case is not ex post facto. 

The court also said : 

I think that the moment the various carrying lines over which this sugar passed 
accepted, and acted upon the through bill of lading to Sioux City, openly charging 
therefor the aggregate of the public tariffs as charged in the indictment, they thereby 
created a through route ana accepted the published aggregates as tne lawful and 
only through rate. 

It was also held that each separate payment on account of the total amount to be 
paid was properly the subject of a separate indictment or count. 

It was also suggested on demurrer that the Interstate Commerce Act is unconstitu- 
tional, ''inasmuch as by recent rulings the shipper's common-law right to enforce by 
appropriate legal proceedings a reasonable rate of carriage is held to be taken away, so 
that not only the regulation of carriers, but that of shippers, is now vested in a commis- 
sion; that, therefore, it follows that the present statutes as thus interpreted constitute 
a deprivation of property rights without due process of law.'' This point also was 
rejected by the court. 

United States v. New York Central & Hudson River Railroad Company, 153 Fed., 
630. (District court, western district of New York, April 4, 1907. Hazel, J.): 

The defendant was indicted on a charge of having knowingly failed to file with the 

Interstate Conmierce Commission its tariff of rates and charges for conveying petroleum 

from Rochester, N. Y., to Norwood, N. Y., applicable to through shipments from Olean, 

N, Y., to Burlington, Vt. Other phases of the offense charged were treated in cases 

of United States v. Vacuum Oil Co. and United States v, Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 

J hereinafter deecribed. 
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Although it was not alleged that a through bill of lading was issued for the shipments 
forming the basis of the indictment, it was held that the allegation that shipping orders, 
transfer slips, and waybills were issued, showing that the commodity was to be trans- 
ported from the initial shipping point by continuous routing to Burlington without 
unloading or transshipment was sufficient to indicate an arrangement for continuous 
transportation. 

It was also held that the indictment need not allege that the tariff had not been filed 
by any of the carriers joining to form the through route, the court holding that Congress 
intended that each of the several common carriers in a through route must comply 
with the provisions as to filing. 

It was also held that the facts pleaded in the indictment tended "to disclose a joint 
rate as that term is legally defined, although such rate was to have been separately 
collected by the different carriers." The remaining polat made by the defendant 
was that the saving clause of section 10 of the Hepburn Act, approved Jime 29, 1906, 
repealed section 1 of the Elkins Act, imder which the defendant had been indicted, 
and that,, therefore, the prosecution could not proceed. In overruling this contention 
the court followed the ruling upon this point made by Judge Landis in United States 
V. Standard Oil Co. (148 Fed., 719), and by Judge Morris in United States v. Chicago, 
St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Ry. Co. (151 Fed., 84), and by Judge Holt of the 
southern district of New York in United States t;. Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
Ry. Co. (152 Fed., 269). 

United States v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company, 153 Fed., 625. (District court, 
western district of New York, April 4, 1907. Hazel, J.): 

The indictment here in twenty-three coimts charged the defendant, the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Company, with failure to observe its published tari& as described in 
the statement of the case of the United States v. Vacuum Oil Company. The twenty- 
fourth coimt charged the defendant with a violation of the Elkins Act in willfully 
idling to file and publish the tariff arrangement between the defendant and the con- 
necting carriers over whose lines the commodity was transported. In overruling 
demurrer the court said: 

If section 6 of the act were given the narrow construction claimed by the defendant, 
namely, that Hie phrase ^'between two points" is limited to points on the established 
route and does not extend to any other route which the carrier shall secretly eetab- 
liah, then manifestly the provisions of the act are ineffectual. The full text of the 
act to regulate commerce necessitates a broader interpretation, and I think that the 
clause containing the words quoted forbids the transporting of property between ter- 
minals in different States at a greater or lees rate than the established rate. 

It was also contended that the petroleum was forwarded from Olean to a point of 
junction on the New York Central on a local bill ol lading and was not pursuant to an 
arrangement for continuous shipment, and that, therefore, the statute had not been 
violated. In overruling the demurrer the court said: 

The indictment in this case specifically alleges that imder a common arrangement 
between the carriers the commodity, which was in tank cars, was transported without 
stoppage or interruption and was accompanied by written shipping orders, waybills, 
ana transfer slips, indicating a through transportation, the rate, and place of desti- 
nation. This allegation, I think, is prima facie evidence that the shipment was 
imder a common arrangement between the carriers for the through shipment. * * * 
The manner in which the entire rate charged the shipper was apportioned among the 
carriers is unimportant. Under the circumstances tne defendant became subject to 
the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, and in my opinion was obliged for 
the benefit of the public to file a schedule of its rates with the Interstate Commerce 
Commissioners. The indictment sufiOiciently charges, first, a deviation from ioint 
tariff rates for the transportation of petroleum from Olean to Rutland, a rate which 
had been filed and scheduled in accordance with the act; and, second, that the 
defendant willfully failed to file and publish the tariff raten over the Norwood route^ 
the route over which the commodity waa oonye;^^. 
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United States v. Standard Oil Company, 148 Fed., 719. (District court, northern dis- 
trict of Illinois. LandiB, J.): 

A number of indictments against the above-named defendant for accepting ^m 
carriers subject to the act to regulate commerce rates less than the rates published and 
filed with this Commission were under consideration. In overruling demurrers to 
these indictments important principles of law were announced, as follows: 

Defendant contended that the Elkins law does not prohibit a shipper from taking 
directly from a carrier a less rate than the published rate, the defendant's claim being 
that the purpose of the law is merely to prohibit the parties from resorting to indirect 
methods or inventing fraudulent devices to obtain preferential treatment. The court 
held that the thing prohibited is the departure from the published s^d filed rate, by 
any means whatsoever, *^ whether direct between the parties or indirect by the employ- 
ment of the most deviously circuitous subterfuge.** 

Defendant also contended that to require a shipper to adhere to a fixed published 
rate is to defeat the ultimate object of the interstate commerce legislation, that object 
being the transportation of property for a reasonable compensation. It was held that 
the intention of Congress was to bring about reasonable rates for all shippers — not 
simply for some shippers — and that Congress knew that, as an essential prerequisite to 
this, preferences must be abolished. " To abolish preferences the law provides that the 
published rate shall be the only lawful rate. This does not mean that a rate once fixed 
and published shall never be changed, but it does mean that when the change is made it 
must be in the way provided by law, namely, by publication, to the end that the new 
rate may be available to all shippers at the same time on equal terms.*' 

Defendant also contended that some of the indictments were bad because they 
alleged that the defendant procured its property to be transported for less than the 
published rate from or to points beyond the carrier's own line, the argument being 
that the interstate-commerce law requires the carrier only to publish rates for the trana- 
I)ortation of property between points on its own road; This contention, if upheld, 
would have left rebating from joint rates outside the terms of the act. In denying the 
contention the court held that "the law regards such carrier so publishing its rate as 
thereby announcing that it has facilities for the transportation of property between the 
points mentioned in the schedule. Whether part of the distance is covered by lease, 
license, or some species of traffic arrangement is wholly immaterial. The rate once 
published, until publicly changed according to law, is no less binding upon all parties 
than it would be if the carrier owned outright the entire line.* * 

Defendant contended that Certain indictments charging it with accepting rebates in 
the form of refunds and storage charges were bad. The allegation wa8 that the pub- 
lished freight tariffs of the Lake Shore & Michigan Southern Railway Company showed 
that the carrier would impose a certain charge for the storage of shipments of petroleum 
after their arrival at Chicago; that a quantity of oil product was shipped from Whiting, 
Ind., to the Standard Oil Company at Chicago and remained in die custody of the 
railway carrier until such storage had accrued, and that this storage charge was canceled 
as a concession or rebate to the Standard Oil Company in respect to the transportation 
of the property. The court held that such published terminal charges are no less 
binding on the parties than is the tariff specified for the transportation. It also held 
that the law is operative upon consignees as well as upon consignors. 

Defendant also contended that the act of June 29, 1906, by repealing the Elkins law, 
made these prosecutions impossible. This repealing act contained the following 
words: 

Nothing contained in this act shall affect any prosecution or other proceeding, 
criminal or civil, begun imder any existing act hereby amended, but such prosecution 
or other proceeding, criminal or avil, shall proceed as if this act had not been passed. 

It was argued that, inasmuch as this clause specifically authorized the future prose- 
cution of proceedingB begun, Congress must Y)e pTeeumed lo "kaive iCt^et^^ «T:^T^»n^ 
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its intention that nothing else should be prosecuted. After an elaborate discussion 
of the point the court held that section 13 of the Revised Statutes would operate to 
save all prosecutions for violation of the act prior to the enactment of the act, June 29, 
1906, and that it was not intended by Congress to relieve offenders under the old law 
from subsequent prosecution for such offenses, while leaving those previously indicted 
subject to punishment. 

llie court held that the act of June 29, 1906, became effective on that date, and 
that the resolution of June 30, 1906, providing that the rate law "shall take effect 
and be in force sixty days after its approval by the President of the United States,'^ 
was ineffective to postpone the date of effectiveness of the act, the resolution not 
being signed by the President until one day after the act had been signed. No opin- 
ion is expressed as to whether or not the act was suspended during the sixty days 
covered by the resolution. 

The court also held that an indictment for violation of the EUdns law need not 
all^e that the published rate is a reasonable rate. 

On August 3, 1907, in passing sentence upon the Standard Oil Company, which 
had been found guilty on one of the indictments above referred to, the following 
rulings were made (United States v. Standard Oil Co., 155 Fed., 305): 

Defendant's contention that it has a natural inherent right to make a private con- 
tract for a railroad charge, of which the Elkins law would deprive it by requiring it 
to pay the rate published and filed by the carrier, and that, therefore, this act deprives 
it of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, has nothing to support it« 
The railway carrier ia fundamentally incompetent to make a private contract for a 
rate. It is a public functionary, exercising the power of eminent domain. ''There 
is no more reason for the claim of natural ri^^t to private contract for the exerdse by 
a railway company of the public power with which it is endowed than there would 
be for the claim of similar right to private contract with the collector of customs or 
tax assessor for a secret valuation of property." 

Defendant's contention that by authorizing common carriers to establiflh rates 
which when published and filed shall be binding upon the shipper the law delegates 
to the carrier legislative power has been disposed of by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in cases relating to the same question of rates under State statutes 
empowering railroad commissions to fix rates. 

Defendant's contention that the law vests in the Interstate Commerce Commission 
the power to pass ultimately upon the question of the I'easonableness or unreasonable- 
ness of freight rates as established by a carrier, thereby depriving it of its ri^^t to 
invoke the judgment of the courts in respect thereto and so violating section 1, article 
3, of the Federal Constitution, which vests the judicial power of the United Statee 
exclusively in the courts, is not sound. The interstate commerce law does not pur- 
port to deprive the courts of their jurisdiction at the suit of a shipper to ultimately 
determine the question of reasonableness or unreasonableness of a rate. 

Defendant's contention that the commerce clause of the Constitution does not 
empower Congress to forbid and make criminal the act of defendant in accepting from 
the carrier a less rate than that published and filed by the carrier is not sound. The 
only point involved in this proposition is whether Congress has authority to require 
that railroad rates shall be uniform. It is well settled that Congress has this power. It 
necessarily follows that to preserve uniformity Congress may prohibit the doing of any 
act or thing whatever by any person or corporation calculated to impair uniformity^ 
and may eoforce such provisions by such penal provisions as Congress may deem 
requisite. 

Defendant contended that, inasmuch as the transportation furnished by the Chicago 
& Alton Railway was wholly within the State of Illinois, it was not subject to the act to 
regulate commerce. "The trouble with this contention^'' «a\d\]bL^ ^^xaN ^^2^^'"^isia^»^'>^. 
ignores the buflic proposition underlying t3ie ivViicAjb c^«^m»cl«sA fiSi\s^\iSRA^viK^V\sta5afia^ 
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character of the carrier with the interstate character of the commerce in which the car- 
rier is engaged. The true and primary test is whether the commodity to be trana- 
ported is to pass from one State into another State. If it does so pass, then it is inter- 
state commerce, regardless of whether the rails over which it moves be owned by one or 
many carriers; and when this commodity begins to move, interstate commerce has 
begun and interstate commerce it continues to be until it reaches destination.'' 

The court also held that in thei absence of a formal agreement estSiblishing a joint 
through rate effective over a through route made up of connecting lines of more thali 
one carrier, the lawful rate in force over such through route is the sum of the local rates 
lawfully established by the several connecting carriers over their respective roads. 

It was also held that in determining whether or not the defendant accepted the con- 
cession knowingly it need not be affirmatively shown that the defendant had actual 
knowledge of the lawful rate. ** The defendant must be presumed to have known that 
which a diligent endeavor made by an honest man in good tsAth to ascertain the lawful 
rate would have disclosed to him.'' 

It was also held that each carload shipment named in the indictment constituted a 
separate offense and that each carload was properly made the basis of a separate count. 

It having been shown that the defendant Standard OU Company of Indiana was 
owned practically in its entirety by the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey, the 
court said: 

The nominal defendant is the Standard Oil Company of Indiana, a 11,000,000 cor- 
poration. The Standard Oil Companv of New Jersey, whose capital is 1100,000,000, 
IS the real defendant. This is so tor tne reason that if a body of men oij^anize a laise 
corporation imder the laws of one State for the purpose of carrying on busmess through- 
out the United States and for the accomplishment of that purpose absorb the stock of 
other corporations such corporations so absorbed have thenc^orward but a nominal 
existence. * * * So when, after this process has taken place, a crime is com- 
mitted in the name of such snialler corporation, the law will consider that the larger 
corporation is the real offender. 

The court examined certain tBuiBa of other roads brought to its attention by the 
defendant for the purpose of proving that it might have enjoyed the lower rate if it had 
made the shipments over competing roads instead of over the Chicago & Alton. These 
tariffs, however, it transpired, were not legally filed during the time of the shipments 
covered by the indictment and did not serve to excuse the defendant for accepting the 
lower rate. 

The defendant having been found guilty on 1,492 counts, was sentenced to pay a 
fine of 129,240,000. 

An appeal has been taken. 

United States «. Vacuum Oil Comp|any ; United States v. Standard Oil Company of New 
York, 153 Fed., 598. (District court, western district of New York, March 29, 
1907. Hazel, J.): 

The indictments in the two cases above named were said by the court to involve 
similar transactions and legal questions and were therefore disposed of in one opinion* 
By two indictments in these cases each of the above-named defendants was charged 
with having knowingly received from the Pennsylvania Railroad Company a conces^ 
sion whereby petroleum was carried from Olean, N. Y., to Rutland, Yt., at less than 
published rates. It appeared that a published rate of 19 cents per hundred pounds was 
quoted by the Pennsylvania Railroad Company, the New York Central & Hudson 
River Railroad, and the Boston & Maine Railroad between these two points. While 
this rate was l^;ally effective the Pennsylvania, the New York Central & Hudson 
River, and the Rutland Railroad Company, via another route than that covered by the 
published rate, transported petroleum for the defendants at a rate of 16.1 cents per hun- 
dred pounds. The court held that while the initial carrier may ignore its established 
ivute and carry over any connecting route, it could not ** within the intent and spirit of 
^e Intenstate Commerce Act charge or exact in airangeEmenX. mV)^ csviOdl coxms^xs^ 
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lines a lees sum or rate for transportation than that which had been established." 
The court also said: 

In other words, the initial carrier, when it has once established a joint traffic com- 
pact to transport property over a certain route between points in different States, 
can not transport over any connecting route pursuant to traffic arrangement at a less 
rate than that published and filed in conformity with the tariff act. ^ * * In my 
opinion, if a railroad company has entered into an arrangement with connecting car- 
rying companies to transport property on a through line between two points situated 
In different States, charges for tne transportation being agreed u})on and copies of 
such joint tariff of rates being filed and published in conformity with the provisiona 
of the act^ tiie initial carrier, intending to evade the provisions of the act oy which 
a uniformity of rates to all shipx>ers is established, can not legally^ transport property 
at a less rate over other connecting roads between the same termini. * * * It is 
true that the established rate may be increased or decreased and other arrangement! 
for continuous carriage of merchandise may be entered into, but this can only be 
done bv compliance with the provisions of the act relating to a joint tariff compact 
and publication of change in rates. 

It was held that no shipments at the published rate need be shown, it being sufficient 
that the higher rate was published and filed. 

The so-called "Burlington" indictment against the Standard Oil Company of New 
York, containing one himdred and twenty-three counts, was disposed of in this opinion. 
This indictment charged the Standard Oil Company of New York with having know- 
ingly received an unjust discrimination from the Pennsylvania Railroad Company in 
relation to the shipment of certain petroleum from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt., in 
violation of section 1 of the Elkins Act. By these indictments it was alleged that the 
initial carrier, the Pennsylvania Railroad Company, pursuant to a common arrange- 
ment with the New York Central and Hudson River Railroad Company, the Rutkmd 
Railroad Company, and the Central Vermont RaQway Company, connecting carriers, 
transported petroleum for the defendant from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt. (468 
miles distant), at the agreed rate of 17.8 cents per hundred i)ounds, and refused to 
accept the said rate on petroleum for transportation from shippers located in Bradford 
and certain other towns in Pennsylvania mentioned in the indictment, which are ^- 
ther distant from Burlington than is Olean by from 20 to 136 miles, or at a proportionally 
greater rate, based upon their greater distances from Burlington; that the rate demanded 
from said competing towns other than Olean was 33 cents per hundred pounds ; and that 
the circumstances and conditions of the transportation from said places to Burlington 
were substantially similar to the circumstances and conditions of the transportation 
from Olean to Burlington. The indictments further charged that shippers from towns 
and localities in the State of Pennsylvania, except Bradford, were charged for forward- 
ing property to points in other States located in a southerly or westerly direction from 
Olean, except petroleum, the same tariff rates as were exacted from shippers from 
Olean, while shippers from Bradford of goods, except petroleum, were charged the same 
tariff rates for forwarding in all directions as were charged shippers from Olean. The 
argument for defendant upon demurrer proceeded upon the theory that the recital in 
the indictment charged an offense by the carriers against the localities and places men- 
tioned therein, which is forbidden by section 3, and that, therefore, the indictment on 
its fetce was defective and must be dismissed. This contention was overruled by the 
court with the statement that — 

Any doubts that I may have in relation to the correct interpretation of the statute 
must oe resolved in &vor of the evident intendment of Congress, namely, that equaliW 
among shippers should be maintained and unjust discrimination and mvoritiam of all 
kinds conaemned. 

The next point made by the defendant on the demurrer was that the indictment was 
defective because it did not all^e a departure from a tariff rate printed and filed in 
accordance with section 6. Defendant urged that if the indictment ehsM\jiVi^\ssk^Vs^ 
the court to properly charge the deiendaiit m\)ti\kaiNVxi%^c.c«^^ 
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tion, and if it were assumed that the rate was published and filed as required by the 
act, there being no allegation in the indictment of &ilure to file, then any shipper 
before mftTHng a shipment would be required to take into consideration the rates 
enjoyed by 8hipi>er8 of competing localities before being certain that he was not 
violating the law in shipping at the published rate. In overruling this contention the 
court said: 

Even though the indictment fails to charge the filing and publication of the 
17-cent rate, it nevertheless all€«;es that the 33-cent rate from Bradford and other locali-* 
ties was quoted to shippers at those points and that the carrier refused to accept ship- 
ments of oil from shippers of oil at such i)oints at a rate less than 33 cents, all oi whioi 
was known to the defendant. In these circimistances it may be presumed that the 
defendant had knowledge that oil producers in the localities specified in the indict- 
ment, excejpt Olean, were absolutely prevented from shipping their commodity to 
Burlin^n m competition with defenaant because of the uniust, extortionate, and 
discriminating freight chaxges demanded by the carrier of otner shippers. It may 
be presumed that the Standard Oil Company was aware that it receiv^an advantage 
Bucn as enabled it to dispose of its commodity in the Burlington market to the det- 
riment and exclusion of other shippers. It may be presumed that it Imew that the 
difference between the rate paid by it and the 33-cent rate quoted to other ship{)ers 
was relatively too high and that no reasonable differential was made by the carrier. 
The acceptance of such advantages manifestly evidenced a favoritism which is 
abhorred By the Interstate Commerce Act; and in the situation presented the defend- 
ant must be held to have imlawfully received a discrimination or concession in its 

UkYOT. 

OPEBATINa DIVISION OF THE COMMISSION. 

Since the twentieth annual report of thig Commission was sub- 
mitted to Congress, 5,156 complaints have been filed with the Com- 
mission for consideration and action. These cases include both formal 
and informal complaints, as well as proceedings and investigations 
instituted by the Commission upon its own motion and imder resolu- 
tions of the Congress. The number of formal cases and investigations 
instituted during the year was 415, relating directly to the rates and 
practices of 2,236 carriers. This shows a very great increase over 
previous years, as the number of such complaints filed in 1905 was 65 
and 82 in the year 1906, while ths total number filed during the six 
years previous to 1907 was 350, or 65 less than in the present year. A 
detailed statement of the formal complaints docketed during the year, 
with a brief statement of the provisions of the law claimed to be vio- 
lated, will be found in Appendix C of this report. In addition to these 
formal complaints, 359 petitions for reparation have been filed and 
served on more than 2,500 carriers as a result of the decisions of the 
Commission in the cases of H. H. Tift and others against the 
Southern Railway Company and others, and Central Yellow Pine 
Association against the Illinois Central Railroad Company and 
others, which decisions were sustained by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Accompanying the^e petitions were thousands of 
pages of tabulated statements showing the shipments of lumber upon 
which reparation is claimed, adding materially to the work necessary 
to the filing and serving of these petitions. 
TAe work of the Commission in all its branches has increased to 
svch an extent that it seems almost impossible \x} \i^^vx^ ^ «X»A«isi^i^ 
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that will show the relative yearly increase with any degree of accuracy. 
Take, for example, the increase in the number of complaints filed, 
which, of course, means a corresponding increase in the amoimt of 
work performed in ihe Operating Division alone. In the year 190.5, 
when only 65 complaints were filed, it required in the service of the 
oprnplaints and ihe assignment of the cases for hearing the preparation 
of 2,500 letters and notices, while during the present year this branch * 
of the work, not coimting general correspondence in regard to the 
cases, amounted to more than 15,000 letters and notices. In addition 
to this something like 2,500 answers and other pleadings were filed, 
each one of which had to be filed, docketed, and acknowledged. 

As shown in a detailed statement further on in this report, 276 hear- 
. ings were held during the year at various places in the United States, 
at which more than 35,000 pages of testimony were taken, amounting 
to something like 88,000 folios. A comparison with the hearings of 
former years shows an increase, of 350 per cent, as 79 hearings were 
held in 1905 and 73 in 1906. Some of these hearings occupied the 
attention of one or more Commissioners or special examiners from 
one day to a week. In one instance eighteen days were occupied in 
the hearing of one complaint, while a number required more than a 
week each. 

In the matter of informal complaints filed during the present year 
an even greater increase is found. During the present year 4,382 
complaints of this character were filed with the Conmiission, as 
against 503 in the year 1905, and 1,002 in the year 1906, showing an 
increase of more than 400 per cent over the preceding year. It is 
found impracticable to give a more detailed statement of these in- 
formal proceedings in this report, but it may safely be stated that 
they allege violations of every section of the law. 

During the year informal reparation claims were awarded to 
injured shippers by the Commission in 561 cases, aggregating about 
$104,700. A synopsis of these cases appears in Appendix F of this 
report, which shows the causes for which the money damages were 
allowed. About 200 reparation claims were denied. So important 
has this branch of the work become that it has recently been made a 
special division and transferred to the Division of Statistics and 
Accounts. 

In the matter of the correspondence of the Commission this steady 
yearly increase is still further manifested. During the year 1905 
the Commission received 23,720 letters and in 1906, 29,966 letters, 
while during the present year 66,933 letters were received, briefed, 
filed, and answered, averaging more than 218 letters for each work- 
ing day in the year. This statement relates entirely to the operating 
branch of the Commission. 

The increased power vested in tVie Cy>\mii\^\o\v\i^ ^iXl<bT^<c«v>^%sssss'^^- 
mente to the act has naturally led to t\i^ m\3\\:\^\csw\^^^^ o\>iiD«.\5»ssis5Rr 
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of complaints presented by letter, and these complaints relate to every 
conceivable subject connected with the rates, methods, practices, and 
service of interstate carriers. 

A fair conception of the work performed by the Commission in the 
field of regulation is not possible without reference to the results 
attained in respect to these cases in which formal complaint is not 
filed, nor proceedings of a formal nature pursued by the complainant. 
The public is not advised of the full extent of the work accomplished 
in securing, through correspondence, the voluntary adjustment by 
carriers of questions in dispute relating to interstate transportation, 
nor is the public cognizant of the extreme importance and value of 
the results attained. 

Through the medium of correspondence is secured the settlement of 
many matters extremely vexatious to shippers. The questions thus 
amicably adjusted are not alone questions affecting the interest of 
individuals; on the contrary, the effect of the action taken by carriers 
in the adjustment of these complaints is often of widespread interest 
and advantage to large communities, if not indeed of vital importance 
to considerable sections of country. Controversies arising out of the 
relations between the carriers themselves are likewise, in many 
instances, presented to the Commission for arbitration. The Commis- 
sion is also called upon frequently by traffic officials of carriers to 
indicate what is considered to be the proper and lawful course to be 
pursued in respect to the application of rates or regulations affecting 
transportation. Thus it will be seen that many great benefits result 
from the adjustment or settlement through correspondence of ques- 
tions informally submitted for investigation. 

The traffic officials of the carriers have manifested to a commendable 
degree a disposition and willingness to fairly and carefully consider 
the merits of complaints thus called to their attention by the Com- 
mission, and have voluntarily reduced their rates and applied cor- 
rective measures in numerous cases. 

Naturally many of the informal complaints presented, while involv- 
ing grievances growing out of conditions related to interstate trans- 
portation, are yet not within the purview of the provisions of the 
statute or the jurisdiction of the Commission. Of the total number 
of complaints filed almost one-half were cases of this nature. In 
approximately 2,500 cases the informal complaint made had relation to 
matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission, and in nearly 1,400 
cases relief has been secured and amicable adjustment effected through 
correspondence, without the necessity or expense of formal proceed- 
ings. In respect to 600 of these cases, including those in which special 
reparation orders were granted upon submission of claims to the Com- 
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mission by the consignee, consignor, or by the carriers themselves, the 
remedy thus applied by the carriers involved the reduction of rates. 

The adjustment of more than 600 cases, including those claims 
in respect to which authority was granted to carriers to make special 
reparation, resulted in refund to shippers of a portion of the charges 
previously collected. Relief has also been secured through the 
intervention of the Commission in respect to many other miscella- 
neous matters, among which may be specially mentioned the secur- 
ing of improved service in cases where shippers complained of being 
subjected to inconvenience and loss owing to the failure or refusal of 
carriers to furnish equipment for the transportation of their commod- 
ities; also through expediting the settlement of claims filed against 
railroad companies in cases where unreasonable delay in making final 
disposition is charged. 

The carriers declined to take action for the removal of the cause of 
complaint in 875 cases, basing their refusal upon the contention that 
the rates or practices in regard to which complaint related were just 
and reasonable. Quite a large number of the informal complaints filed 
during the year are still pending, awaiting further information or 
advice from the complainant or action by the carrier. 

HEABINGS AND INVESTiaATIOKS. 

Two hundred and seventy-six hearings and investigations of al- 
leged violations of the act to regulate commerce, including several 
investigations under joint resolutions of Congress, have been had 
at general sessions of the Conmiission at its office in Washington and 
at special sessions held in New York, Syracuse, Buffalo, and 
Bochester, N. Y.; Denver and Pueblo, Colo.; Minneapolis and St. 
Paul, Minn. ; St. Louis and Kansas City, Mo. ; Spokane, Seattle, and 
Tacoma, Wash. ; Portland, Oreg. ; Augusta and Macon, Ga. ; Fort 
Worth, Amarillo, and Houston, Tex.; San Francisco, Los Angeles, 
Santa Barbara, and Ventura, Cal.; Cedar Rapids and Mason City, 
Iowa; Oklahoma City, Enid, McAlester, and Muskogee, Okla.; 
Little Rock, Ark. ; Wichita, Garden City, and Topeka, Kans. ; Lead 
and Sioux Falls, S. Dak.; Indianapolis, Ind.; Omaha, Nebr.; 
Memphis and Chattanooga, Tenn. ; Cincinnati, Columbus, and Cleve- 
land, Ohio; Louisville, Ky.; Detroit, Mich.; Roanoke, Va.; and 
Decatur, Ala. Ten sessions were held at New York, three at Denver, 
three at St. Louis, eleven at Chicago, seven at Kansas City, two at 
Seattle, three at Portland, two at Fort Worth, two at San Francisco, 
three at Macon, two at Oklahoma City, four at Los Angeles, two at 
McAlester, two at Indianapolis, four at Omaha, two at Houston, two 
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at Memphis, three at Columbus, two at Cleveland, two at Detroit, 
and two at Buffalo. 

In addition to the formal hearings so held, the Commission has had 
numerous conferences with shippers, traffic managers, and others in 
ex parte proceedings regarding the following among other subjects: 

Application of act to routes composed of water lines in the United 
States, and rail lines in adjacent foreign countries, by the Great 
Northern Railway Company. 

In the matter of the application of the Illinois Central Railroad 
Company and others to change rates on less than thirty days' notice. 

In the matter of trans- Atlantic steamship lines and traffic they 
carry being subject to the amended act to regulate commerce. 

In the matter of the free transportation of newspaper employees 
on special newspaper trains. 

In the matter of railway operation of elevators. 

In the matter of the National Educational Association of the 
United States. 

In the matter of the La Salle and Bureau County Railroad Com- 
pany. 

In the matter of the right of railway companies to exchange free 
transportation with local transfer baggage express companies. 

In the matter of the liability of carriers imder section 20 of the act 
to regulate commerce. 

In various matters affecting the construction and application of 
rate schedules. 

This statement does not include conferences of a more informal 
character which are sought in relation to a great variety of questions 
arising under the law, and are of almost daily occurrence. 

BLOCK SiaNALS AND AT7T0MATIG TBAIN STOPS. 

By a joint resolution, adopted June 30, 1906, Congress directed 
the Commission to investigate and report on the use of and necessity 

. for block-signal systems and appliances for the automatic control 
of railway trains in the United States. In compliance with the 
terms of this resolution the Commission conducted an investigation, 
and submitted a report to Congress on February 23, 1907. 

While this investigation developed a mass of useful information 
relative to the block system, it also disclosed the fact that, owing to 
the limited extent to which they have been used in practical service, 
only theoretical or technical information could be obtained concern- 
ing devices designed to automatically bring trains to a stop when 
danger signals are, for any reason, ignored by enginemen. Tha 
Commission therefore addressed a communication to Congress on 
January 8, 1907j recommending that supplemental legislation be 

enacted authorizing the Comniission, or some ot\i«t oSLCsisX^oo^-sj^Xft 
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supervise and conduct experimental tests of such safety devices as 
appear to be meritorious and that an appropriation be made suf- * 
fident to secure the most competent experts and defray the otlier 
expenses incident to such a project. This reconmiendation was 
repeated in the Conmiission's report of February 23, and on March 
4, 1907, Congress appropriated $50,000 to enable the Commission to 
carry out the purpose of the joint resolution of Jime 30, 1906, 
including the experimental tosfa referred to in tlie recommendation 
of January 3. 

Realizing the great public interest in this question and ihe desire 
of Congress to obtain reliable information at the earliest practicable 
date, the Commission proceeded to carry out ihe purpose of the 
joint resolution with all possible dispatch. As the members of the 
Commission are not experts in this particular field, and could not 
personally supervise the proposed tests, it became necessary to 
employ men of high character and competency to conduct the work; 
but owing to the fact that the appropriation did not become effective 
until July 1, 1907, the appointment of such a body of experts could 
not be imdertaken before that date. Anticipating the purpose of the 
resolution as fully as practicable, however, the Commission invited 
the cooperation of ihe American Bailway Association and also 
entered into communication with persons of high technical and prac- 
tical knowledge of the subject with a view to securing the appoint- 
ment of a competent board as soon as the appropriation became avail- 
able for use. The American Railway Association responded cor- 
dially to the invitation of the Commission, and through one of its 
conmiittees, consisting of Messrs. F. C. Sice, general inspector of 
transportation of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad; A. M. 
Schoyer, general superintendent of ihe Pennsylvania Lines west of 
Pittsburg; W. G. Besler, vice-president and general manager of the 
Central Railroad of New Jersey; D. C. Moon, assistant general 
manager of the Lake Shore & Michigan Southern Railway; A. T. 
Dice, general superintendent of the Philadelphia & Reading Rail- 
way, and E. C. Carter, chief engineer of the Chicago & Northwestern 
Railway, met the Commission in conference at Washington on July 
10 and offered the aid and cooperation of the association in securing 
suitable arrangements for carrying out the proposed tests in the 
most efficient manner, including the use of tracks in whatever loca- 
tions may be desired. 

Immediately following this conference, and as a result of its inves- 
tigation into the qualifications of various persons whose names had 
been imder consideration, the Conmiission appointed a board, desig- 
nated as the block signal and train control board, to supervise and 
conduct the proposed tests and carry o\A tJaa ^xrreosfc ^^ *^^ \»5^ 
reeolution. This board conasts of t3M> io\Ww\si^m«n&ii«BK.\^^^^^^ 
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As to the block system proper, both automatic and nonautomatic 
signals are in widely extended use in the United States, and since its 
report of February 23, 1907, the Commission has received no informa- 
tion which would cause it to alter the conclusions and recommenda- 
tions therein stated. By an order of November 18, 1907, the Com- 
mission has requested all railroad companies to furnish reports of 
the number of miles of road equipped with block signals on the first 
day of January, 1908. These reports will be tabulated by the block 
signal and train control board and the sunmiary of mileage will be 
issued as soon as completed. 

Considerable misunderstanding has existed relative to the scope of 
the joint resolution, many persons, among whom are members of 
Congress, having expressed the opinion that it is the duty of the 
Commission to examine and test all devices intended to promote the 
safety of railway travel, whether they pertain strictly to block sig- 
. nals and automatic train stops or not. The language of the resolution 
in this respect is unmistakable; it distinctly enumerates ''block- 
signal syst^and appliances for the automatic control of railway 
trSis,'' and the Corision has felt that it would be exceeding ite 
authority by including in the present investigation devices which 
have no relation whatever to the subjects enumerated. The impor- 
tance of the question, however, seems to call for consideration of all 
devices that promise to reduce the alarming number of casualties on 
railroads, and with a view of furnishing Congress with all possible 
information relative to safety devices the board will make a careful 
examination of devices that have been laid aside as not coming within 
the scope of the resolution, and will offer a report on them as soon as 
the investigation it is now engaged on has been completed. An 
abstract of these unrelated devices is now being made, with a view 
to furnishing Congress any information it may call for relative to 
this subject. Should it seem desirable to deal further with this 
class of devices, it is suggested that it can be done only after enlarg- 
ing the scope of the present resolution so as to include all devices 
concerning which Congress may wish to be furnished with a report of 
an examination and test. 

In this connection it might be mentioned that the joint resolution 
deals wholly with the blocking or spacing of trains and not at all 
with their routing or movement from one track to another. The 
latter movements and the relation of trains to each other in the use 
of crossing or junctions is a matter dealt with under interlocking. 
This subject has such an intimate relation to block signaling, and in 
actual practice is so interconnected with it, that it is, perhaps, to be 
regretted that the resolution does not mention interlocking as well as 
block signals and automatic train stops. 
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TRAIN ACOIDENTS— THE BLOCK STSTEK. 

Accidents to trains on the railroads of the United States continue 
to occur in such large numbers that the record, as has been repeatedly 
declared by conservative judges, is a world-wide reproach to the 
railroad profession in America. The salient features of the sixth 
annual summary of the monthly detailed reports which the railroads 
send to the Commission, published in Quarterly Accident Bulletin 
No. 24, are shown in the following table:" 

Table B. — CatualtUs to passengers and employees^ years ending June SO, 



InTraln aoddents 

other oaosoB 

Total 

Employees: 

In train aoddents 

In ooapUng aoddents. . . 
Overtiead obstrootlonB, 

eto 

Falling from cars, eto.. . 
Other oaoses 

Total 

Total passengers and 
employees 



1907. 



Killed. 



410 
237 



647 



1,011 
302 

134 

790 

2,110 



4,363 



6,000 



Injured. 



9,070 
4,627 



13,697 



8,924 
3,948 

1,691 
12,666 
36,661 



62,689 



76,286 



1906. 



Killed. 



182 
236 



418 



879 
311 

132 

713 

1,772 



3,807 



4,226 



Injured. 



6,778 
4,407 



11,185 



7,483 
3,803 

1,497 
11,263 
31,788 



66,624 



66,709 



1906. 



Killed. 



360 
187 



637 



798 
243 

92 

633 

1,496 



3,261 



3,798 



Injured. 



6,498 
3,642 



10,040 



7,062 
3,110 

1,186 

9,237 

24,842 



46,426 



66,466 



1904. 



Killed. 



270 
160 



420 



844 
278 

116 

700 

1,429 



3,367 



3,787 



Injured. 



4,946 
3,181 



8,077 



6,990 

3,4a 

1,210 

9,371 

22,264 



43,266 



61,843 



The totals of casualties have largely increased year by year in 
nearly every item. The total of passengers killed in train accidents 
(nearly all of them in either a collision or a derailment), which ia 
the first item in Table B, aggregates for four years 1;212, or an aver- 
age of 303 a year. This item is mentioned by itself because it ia 
a rough index of the notable disasters. The other items in the 
table are subject to less fluctuation, being the total of casualties 
occurring from causes which are at once more common and less 
disastrous — that is, affect fewer persons, in each instance. It ia 
the notable disasters which alarm the public and which give rise to 
demands for the application of remedial measures by the (rovem- 
ment. The most startling cases are collisions, and the collisions 
are in a large majority of instances due to certain defects in man- 
agement, for which the most comprehensive remedy is the block 
system. This Commission has, therefore, recommended repeatedly 
tJie statutory enforcement of the use of the block system on all rail- 
roads doing interstate passenger traffic, and now makes the same 
recommendation again. The collision horror continues to be a 
crying evil. There has, indeed, been a steady increase in the use 
of the block system on the railroads of the coimtry, but in the great 

oOther matter from the last AccideiitB\3lL«a\Mi'WkSy\iftlwflA W^g^jwi^^&s-- 

24274—08 9 
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activity in passenger travel of the past few years, which has been 
rapidly growing year by year, the passenger business of nonblock- 
signaled lines has increased, with that of others, and many passengers 
have been killed in collisions. In the few serious collisions that 
have occurred on block-signaled lines the management and dis- 
cipline — in every case, with possibly one exception — ^have been 
shown to be glaringly faulty, demanding Government investigation. 
This demand is urgent, as has been set forth in our previous reports. 

So far as the Commission is aware, the only objections to this 
proposal are: (1) That the accident record and its death list 
grow because traffic is growing, there being apparently no new 
causes, nor any reason existing now which has not existed for 
many years, which would warrant legislative action; (2) that 
the principal railroads are gradually extending the use of the 
block system without compulsion, and that, therefore, a law 
would be an unnecessary governmental interference with private 
enterprise; (3) that governmental action is Uable to be harmful 
because of the difficulty of dealing by statute with such a subject 
as block signaling, embracing, as it does, compUcated and delicate 
machines, a variety of details in operation, and difficult scientific 
questions. 

These arguments are adequately answered by obvious facts. 

1 . As percentages and averages in this matter contain very little 
instructive information, the first argument, as an argument, may be 
admitted. But it should have no weight unless we are ready to admit 
also that the evil referred to is incurable. Collisions continue to occur 
from the same causes that figured in the records forty years ago. Some 
of pur railroads have taken successful measures to remove those 
causes; others have not. The principal remedial action has been 
the introduction of the block system. 

2. The principal railroads have the block system in use, and are 
extending it. But this extension is irregular and is subject to hin- 
drances, and some prominent roads are extending it too slowly or 
not at all. A regulative and compulsory law is necessary to insure 
regular and uninterruped progress. Errors of judgment on the part 
of railroad managers and engineers, or disagreements between such 
officers and their superiors, who, not well informed, refuse appropri- 
ations for signal improvements, have in well-known instances proved 
decided obstacles to progress, and disastrous collisions have followed 
such procrastination. 

3. The measure recommended by the Commission would not deal 
with the details of block signaling. As in the case of the safety- 
appliance laws, it would simply require, in substance, that the rail- 

roada as a whole shall make progress in a direction in which the 

most intelligently managed roads are akeeydy maJsixi^ '^to^esa. 

'^^'» Congreaa would do a great service li it vexe tscJi-j \Ai e.amo^ 
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the laggards to keep abreast of the standards of progress set by 
the best managed lines. The principal thing proposed^, aside from 
the main requirement^ is the provision for governmental supervision. 
Again making comparison with the safety-appliance law, the situa- 
tion as regards block signals is like that which the law of 1893 
encountered in the case of automatic car couplers — a fair degree 
of xmiformity (on the best roads) in the fundamental feature, but 
great diversity in details. 

These details are not imimportant, however. Probably it is not a 
proper function of the Government to rigidly regulate or prescribe 
them; but it is important that they be given more publicity, and the 
Federal Government is the only authority which can bring about 
such publicity. In its two main provisions — (1) for a very liberal 
and unconditional requirement that the block system be used, and 
(2) for investigation, inspection, and supervision of block-signal 
practice — the proposed measure is the same as that which was passed 
in Great Britain over seventeen years ago and which has produced 
such highly satisfactory results in that coimtry. In a sense, super- 
vision of block signaling has greater possibiUties for good, as a govem- 
mentat" function, than has investigation of accidents; for it looks 
toward prevention of a certain class of accidents without waiting 
for the object lesson of an actual disaster. 

It will perhaps be fair and just to require the railroads to adopt 
the block system in a shorter period of time than has been heretofore 
suggested. Some roads have made nearly or quite as rapid progress 
in the introduction of block signals as would probably have been 
required by law. It is believed, therefore, that no injustice will be 
done if railroads, or parts of railroads, having passenger receipts of 
$1,500 per mile per annum, are required to be brought under the 
block system in two years. Railroads having total receipts from 
all traffic of $3,000 per mile per annum should be subject to the 
same requirement. 

Laws looking to the compulsory establishment of the block system 
are now in force in Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Indiana, and the 
revised public-service law of New York gives plenary powers in this 
matter to the public-service commission of that State. There is as yet 
no indication that there will be any conflict between State and Fed- 
eral laws on this sub j ect ; but as any law which the Congress, pursuant to 
the constitutional provision, may pass concerning interstate railroads 
will, without doubt, prevail as against any conflicting State statute, 
it is desirable that action be taken by the Congress without delay and 
before the State legislatures shall go further. Under public joint 
resolution No. 46, approved Jime 30, 1906, the Commission has 
appointed a board of experts to investigate tba «vv!a\^\» A^^^jsj^^as^ 
naling, which matter is herwnattet x^ext^ \o\ XswX.V^V^^^^^^"^'^^^^^ 
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place to say that the board so appointed has neither f oirnd any f aots 
nor given any opinion which in any way change the attitude of the 
Commission concerning the need for immediate legislation; and the 
views of the experts agree with those of the Commission. 

INVESTIGATION OF ACCIDENTS. 

The investigation of collisions, derailments, and other serious 
accidents on railroads by competent experts is a matter deserving 
the careful attention of the Congress. A recommendation to author- 
ize such investigation has been made in previous reports, and the 
same recommendation is now again made. Some of the States of the 
Union now conduct expert investigations of the more serious railroad 
accidents, but in many States there is no authoritative and expert 
investigation whatever, except as the facts of accidents may come 
before the courts when suits are brought against railroad companies 
for damages. 

All persons traveling on railroads and all men employed on engines 
or trains are interested in this matter. A railroad manager may 
have reasons, possibly — in some cases from his own standpoint good 
ones — for concealing the facts of a wreck; but it is to the public 
interest that they be disclosed, as a warning to others and to throw 
light on means of prevention. 

The daily and technical press have both endorsed the recommenda- 
tions which have been made by this Commission. It is universally 
recognized that the causes of railroad accidents are often complicated 
and obscure and the responsibility difficult to define. A cross-exami- 
nation and sifting of evidence is necessary in nearly every important 
case in order to bring out the truth and to rightly apportion the blame. 
Investigation by officers appointed by the board of trade has been a 
powerful lever in the improvement of the management of the railroads 
of Great Britain, the reports of the investigating officers being pub- 
lished and widely read. 

Unlike some of the questions connected with the subject of rates, or 
other matters not affecting the safety of lives or the security of prop- 
erty, this subject of accident investigation (as well as that of block 
signaling) is one on which there is no doubt as to public policy. All 
persons are agreed that the lives of passengers on railroads should be 
better safeguarded, and there is little, if any, dispute as to the direc- 
tion which any government activity should take. As has been 
pointed out in previous reports, all railroad accidents should be 
reported to the Commission monthly, relieving the railroads' annual 
reports of this feature. 

While the Commission was engaged in considering the question 

of block signAling under the joint resolution of Jime 30, 1906, there 

occurred in the District of Columbia (Decembeac 30, \^^S «^ dia»a\>To\ia 
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rear collision in which 43 persons were killed and many others were 
injured. This accident was inquired into by this Commission. An 
extra train of empty passenger cars struck a regular train heavily 
loaded with passengers upon a division of road which was equipped 
with block-signal system, of manual control. Several intelligent and 
credible eye-witnesses testified that red signal was displayed against 
this extra train at a block-signal station passed by it shortly before the 
collision occurred; that the signal was disregarded, and that train pro- 
ceeded at a high rate of speed. This was corroborated by telegraph 
operators who heard the operator in charge of that signal immediately 
report by wire the fact that this train had run by his red signal. The 
men who were employed upon this train testified that if a red signal 
was there they did not see it. The testimony was conflicting and con- 
tradictory between the men on the train and those at the station as to 
the character of the signal displayed when this extra train passed the 
block-signal station next preceding the one at which it was alleged 
the danger signal was disregarded. 

Inquiry was made as to the care with which employees in charge of 
trains and engines and of block-signal stations were selected, and as to 
the thoroughness with which their fitness for the positiops was tested 
and determined. Many young and rather inexperienced men are 
employed as block-signal operators, but it was not shown that neglect 
or lack of experience on their part contributed to this disaster. 

If the preponderance of evidence as to the condition of the signal at 
the last signal station passed by this train before the wreck occurred 
is accepted, the men in charge of that extra train are thereby con- 
victed of having run by a danger and positive stop signal. On the 
other hand, if their own testimony as to the condition of the signal at 
the last signal station but one which they passed before the wreck 
occurred is accepted, they are thereby convicted of having entered the 
block under a caution signal, which, under the rules of the company, 
required that they run through the block with extreme care and with 
train under full control, and of having run through that block at a 
high and dangerous rate of speed, especially in view of the fact that 
at the time a dense fog prevailed; which fact, under the rules, would 
require extraordinary care and caution. Many references were made 
to incidents or instances of more or less important infractions of rules 
by employees and of absence of rigorous discipline by the company. 
This wreck was caused by disregard of rules and signals upon part 
of the men in charge of the extra train. Inquiry did not disclose act 
or omission on part of other employees or defect in the operating 
rules of the company which contributed to this awful occurrence. 
These men took charge of this train at noon and the collision occurred 
about 7 o'clock in the evening. 
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At about the same time there was a rear collision of passenger 
trains in Virginia which aroused much discussion in the press by 
reason of the fact that the president of the railroad on which the 
coUision occiured was himself a victim of it, being killed while asleep 
in his private car. This accident was investigated by the corpora- 
tion commission of that State, and from the report made by 
that body it appears that the telegraph block-signal rules were dis- 
regarded by the signalman at the entrance of the block-signal sectionf 
that the second train was following the first so closely that the efforts 
of the flagman of the first to stop the second were unavailing; that 
the management and discipline of the signal stations were imsatis- 
factory; that signalmen had been employed without sufficient 
experience, and with only a slight examination as to their quaUfica- 
tions. The commission foimd that the discipline was conspicuously 
lacking in several of the operating departments. The signalmen 
were imder no immediate supervision. The degree and knowledge 
of experience of the telegraph operators had not engaged the serious 
attention to which this important question was entitled, and the 
general fitness of. the operators as to character and habits, both 
before and after employment, was not attended to as the public 
interest required. The record sheets kept by the signalmen were not 
examined by any supervismg agent or officer, an omission which 
destroyed in a large measure the element of safety which these sheets 
are intended to provide. The signalmen were in the habit of exchang- 
ing work with each other, resulting in men remaining on duty 
eighteen hours at a time. 

The limitation of hours of labor of trainmen and telegraph opera- 
tors on railroads, which has been dealt with in previous reports of 
this Commission, was made the subject of a regulative law which 
was passed by the Congress (Public — No. 274) and was approved 
March 4, 1907. The main requirements of this law are: (1) That 
no trainman shaU work more than sixteen hours at a time and (2) 
that no telegraph operator or signalman shall be on duty more than 
nine hours, except at stations not kept open during the night, where 
a thirteen-hour period is allowed. 

SAFETY APPLIANCES. 

From reports made to the Commission by its inspectors of safety 
appliances, the general condition of railway equipment appears to be 
much better than it was a year ago. Somewhat fewer cars were 
inspected during the last year, the number being 271,617 for 1906, 
and 242,881 for 1907. This decrease is explained by the fact that 
calls upon inspectors to investigate complaints of violation of the 
J^w were more numerous than in former years, and that they were 
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also engaged more frequently as witnesses in court. The time that 
could be devoted to regular inspections has thus been curtailed. A 
gratifying feature of these inspection reports is the marked decrease 
in the number of observed defects. For each 1,000 cars inspected 
in 1906 there were 139.34 defects, while in 1907 there were but 94.14 
defects per 1,000 cars inspected. 

By a provision of the sundry civil act of the last Congress the 
Commission's inspectors are required to examine " all mail cars used 
on any railroad in the United States," and to report upon their con- 
struction, adaptability, design, and condition, a copy of which report 
is required to be transmitted to the Postmaster-General for his 
information and action thereon. This provision became effective on 
July 1, 1907, since which date a total of 70 postal cars have been 
inspected. Copies of reports of these inspections have been trans- 
mitted to the Postmaster-Gteneral, in compliance with the terms of 
the law. 

Kigid enforcement of the interchange agreement, adopted as a 
result of conference between the Commission and the railroads, is 
largely responsible for the improved condition of equipment. The 
fact that cars can not be delivered to nor received from connecting 
lines with defective safety appliances has practically resulted in a 
system of double inspection. Cars are inspected upon arrival at a 
terminal or interchange point and again before delivery is made to 
a connecting line. This system works admirably and gives satis- 
faction wherever it is enforced. It is noticeable that the roads most 
rigid in observing the interchange agreement are the ones upon which 
cars are found in the best condition. 

Considerable increase in the number of men employed by railroads 
in repair work has been made at some points, but there are still places 
where more men could be employed to advantage. Many roads com- 
plain of the difficulty of securing competent carmen. The inducement 
of higher pay offered in other occupations has caused carmen to 
leave railway service, and it has been impossible to fill their places 
except by the employment of yoimg and inexperienced men. This 
difficulty in securing competent men has caused disabled cars to 
accumulate, and has undoubtedly led to the movement of bad-order 
cars for long distances to points where repairs could be conveniently 
made. As a result many complaints have been made concerning the 
movement of cars without drawbars and attached to one another 
by means of chains. This practice is extremely dangerous and the 
Commission has made every effort to put a stop to it. Suits have 
been brought against a number of carriers for unnecessarily hauling 
cars in this condition, and as a result the movement of chained-up 
cars has been declared unlawful. 
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The substance of the court decisions on this point is that carriers 
must have men and material necessary to make safety-appliance 
repairs wherever there is likelihood of defects occurring, and to haul 
a disabled car past a repair point because it is more convenient to 
have repairs made at some point farther on is a violation of the law. 
A decision to this effect was made by Judge McPherson in a case 
against the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Company in the 
United States district court for the southern district of Iowa on 
November 27, 1906, reported in 149 Fed. Rep., 486. This case has 
been taken to" the circuit court of appeals by the railroad company; 
argument has been had and the case submitted. A decision holding 
the movement of chained-up cars unlawful was also made by Judge 
McCall on June 11, 1907, in a case against the St. Louis, Iron Moun- 
tain & Southern Railway Company, reported in 154 Fed Rep., 516. 
To the same effect was the holding of Judge Trieber in the case of 
United States v. St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway Com- 
pany in the eastern district of Arkansas. No opinion was filed. 

In nearly all train yards of importance men are now specially 
employed for the purpose of looking after the condition of safety 
appliances. These men have become trained in their work and more 
readily detect defects than the ordinary inspectors who have other 
duties to attend to. The employment of traveling inspectors by rail- 
roads has also done much to improve conditions. These inspectors 
make it a point to educate repairmen in the performance of their 
duties and impress upon them the necessity for looking closely after 
the condition of safety appliances. They cooperate with the Com- 
mission's inspectors and the result is altogether good. 

The number of cars equipped with air brakes has greatly increased, 
due largely to the order of the Commission increasing the percentage 
of air brakes to be used in trains on and after August 1, 1906, and 
also to a rule of the Master Car Builders' Association requiring all 
cars delivered in interchange to be equipped with air brakes. This 
rule went into effect September 1, 1907, but it was anticipated for 
some months previous to that date by practically all the large roads 
in the coimtry, which refused to receive cars from their connections 
unless they were equipped with air brakes. While this increase in 
the number of air brakes used is gratifying, it must be noted that the 
maintenance of air-brake equipment has not been up to the standard. 
Insufficient attention is paid to the matter of piston travel, train pipe 
leakage, and the proper cleaning and oiling of triples. 

Comparatively few train yards are equipped with testing plants, 
and in the hurry of making up trains and getting them out of the 
yard it is often the case that cars are permitted to leave terminals 
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without a proper brake test This results in many defective cars 
being hauled in trains and a consequent decease in braking power. 

In .connection with this question of brake maintenance it may be 
stated -that complaints are numerous concerning the bad condition 
of hand brakes. These complaints are general, and indicate that 
too little attention is paid to these appliances in all parts of the 
country. The hand brake is called into use to a greater or less ex- 
tent to secure control of trains in cases of emergency and in special 
conditions of service. It is also necessary to use it when setting out 
cars along the road and in switching movements, especially in grav- 
ity yards. 

Many employees have suffered serious injury in gravity yards be^ 
cause of defective hand brakes, and to this cause may be attrib- 
uted much of the damage to cars and their contents which is com- 
monly laid to rough usage or carelessness in switching. The atten- 
tion of carriers has been frequently called to the necessity of better 
maintenance of hand brakes, but as these appliances are not covered 
by the statute no effective steps can be taken to remedy a condition 
which is fraught with considerable danger. It may be necessary for 
Congress to take appropriate action in the matter by placing these 
appliances under the control of the statute. 

The safety-appliance law should be amended so as to cover all ap- 
pliances included in the Master Car Builders' standards for the pro- 
tection of train men. The Commission has long recognized these 
standards as proper and has endeavored to secure their enforcement. 
They cover generally sill steps, ladders, roof hand holds, and run- 
ning boards. These appliances are necessary for the safety of em- 
ployees, and it is important that they be kept in first-class condition. 
The Commission's inspectors take note of the condition of these ap- 
pliances and report upon them, but as there is no penalty attached 
to their use in a defective condition, they are not always repaired 
when attention is called to them, whereas the defects covered by the 
law are, in most cases, promptly repaired. It is hoped that Congress 
may take action in the matter of legalizing the standards of the 
Master Car Builders' Association for the protection of train men. 

There should also be an amendment to the law requiring the use of 
automatic air and steam hose couplers. The vast increase in the 
number of air brakes has enormously increased the danger to which 
men are subjected by going between the cars to couple and uncouple 
hose. Many casualties are due to this cause and as automatic appli- 
ances for the connection of steam and air hose are no longer an ex- 
periment, it is believed that their use may properly be enforced by 
law. 
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argued by an attorney for the Commission. No decision has yet 
been rendered. 

In one count of a case against the Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany, decided by Judge Munger, of the district of Nebraska, on Octo- 
ber 5, 1907, involring the height of drawbars, a verdict was rendered 
for the defendant, the court holding that the language of the regula- 
tion is indefinite in that the 8 inches variation from the standard 
height of 84^ inches might apply either way. 

Up to date judgments to the amount of $45,000 have been had 
against carriers for violation of the statute. The most striking thing 
about the payment of these penalties is that in most cases carriers 
have paid out hundreds of dollars in penalties which could have been 
entirely avoided by the expenditure of a few cents in labor and mate- 
rial for repairs. The inexpensive nature of these safety-appliance 
repairs is such that it is always cheaper for carriers to maintain 
safety-appliance equipment in proper condition than to run the risk 
of paying penalties for violation of the law. In a total of 282 viola- 
tions involving fines amounting to $28,200, the repairs necessary 
would have cost but $68.03 from the schedule of prices for labor and 
material promulgated by the railroad companies themselves. 

A great many complaints have been made concerning the want of 
care exercised by railroad companies in keeping switching yards free 
from obstructions. Broken drawbars, old ties, pieces of coal, and 
other rubbish are allowed to lie between tracks where men are con- 
stantly engaged in switching cars, and switchmen are thus subjected 
to the danger of tripping over these obstructions. A number of fatal- 
ities due to this cause have been brought to the attention of the Com- 
mission, and effort is being made to bring about an improvement in 
the general condition of yards in this respect. 

Differences of opinion between officials of some of the carriers, and 
between representatives of the employees in whose behalf this law 
was primarily enacted, as to the proper and correct interpretation 
and application of the law in connection with the handling of trains 
descending heavy grades, have been brought to the attention of the 
Commission, and it seems altogether probable that judicial deter- 
mination will be necessary to settle these questions. The Commission 
has made an extensive investigation of the practices of handling 
trains on heavy grades in all parts of the country, and a report con- 
cerning this matter is now in preparation which will be published 
later. 

The number of casualties to railway employees is constantly in- 
creasing. Several causes contribute to this undesirable condition, 
such as increase in the number of men employed and more exacting 
conditions of traSc. It is observable, however, that notwithstand- 
-u^ the general increase in casualties, the acddesvte to tmio&sa dxsi^ 
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to coupling and uncoupling cars are constantly decreasing. This 
result proves the wisdom of Congress in enacting the safety-appli- 
ance law and justifies the endeavor of the Government to secure its 
proper enforcement. 

MEDALS OF HONOB. 

Section 1 of an act of Congress approved February 28, 1905, pro- 
vides " that the Rresident of the United States be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to cause to be prepared bronze medals of honor, with 
suitable emblematic devices, which shall be bestowed upon any per- 
sons who shall hereafter, by extreme daring, endanger their own lives 
in saving, or endeavoring to save, lives from any wreck, disaster, or 
grave accident, or in preventing or endeavoring to prevent such 
wreck, disaster, or grave accident, upon any railroad within the 
United States engaged in interstate commerce: Provided^ That no 
award of said medal shall be made to any person imtil sufficient evi- 
dence of his deserving shall have been furnished and placed on file, 
under such regulations as may be prescribed by the President of the 
United States." Section 3 of this act provides that the appropria- 
tions for the enforcement and execution of the safety-appliance law 
shall be used for carrying out the provisions of the medals of honor 
act. 

Under the provisions of section one, the President promulgated 
regulations governing the award of medals on March 29, 1905. By 
his direction and approval a proper design was selected and dies were 
made for the striking of these medals at the mint in Philadelphia. 

Up to date seventeen applications for medals under this law have 
been received by the Commission. Seven of these applications were 
not supported by sufficient evidence and could not be acted upon. In 
the ten other cases, eight applications have been approved and medals 
awarded ; two applications have been rejected. The names of persons 
to whom medals have been awarded, with a brief statement of the 
circumstances in each case, will appear in an appendix to this report. 

UNIFOBM SYSTEM OF BAIL WAY ACCOTJKTS. 

The Commission is authorized by law to " prescribe the forms of 
any and all accounts, records, and memoranda to be kept by carriers '' 
that are subject to the provisions of the act to regulate commerce as 
amended by the act of June 29, 1906. It is further authorized to 
" employ special agents or examiners, who shall have authority under 
the order of the Commission to inspect and examine any and all ac- 
counts, records, and memoranda kept by such carriers." 

Immediately upon the passage of the amendatory act steps were 
taken looking to the formulation of a uivvioYYsv 's^'^^xsv ^\ ^'k^njj^'k:^ 
accounts. The Association of AmOTYcaa'RaSL^^:^ ksi^jR^ss&ccc^^'^^a® 
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courteously volunteered its aid and cooperation in this work. For 
that purpose it appointed from among its members a special Com- 
mittee of Twenty-five, which, together with Mr. Henry C. Adams, the 
special representative of the Commission in that behalf, at once 
entered upon a series of conferences covering the various phases of 
the operating accounts of carriers. As a result of these exhaustive 
deliberations, extending over a period of nearly ten months, the 
main operating accounts were completed prior to the beginning of 
the current fiscal year. The conferences developed interesting and 
instructive differences of opinion on many accoimting questions. 
But it may fairly be said that, with a few exceptions, the results 
arrived at were in harmony with a consensus of opinion of a 
majority of the members of that association. On June 3, 1907, 
there were issued, under the authority of the Commission, detailed 
accounting rules covering the operating expenses, operating revenues, 
and expenditures for road and equipment of carriers by rail exclusive 
of electric railways. Kules were also issued for the compilation of 
locomotive-miles, car-miles, and train-miles. There were further 
issued as circulars of instruction, though not covered by formal order, 
a classification of '' additions and betterments'' and of '^ outside 
operations," such as operations other than those involved in the direct 
service of transportmg passengers and freight. 

For the completion of a general system of accounts, authoritative 
rules relative to the financial accoimts must also be issued. This 
involves a classification of the debit and credit items that appear on 
the income account, and a classification of the assets and liabilities 
that appear on the balance sheet. The analysis of these accounts is 
well under way, and when completed appropriate rules will be pro- 
mulgated under order of the Commission, to take effect July 1, 1908. 

It has been the universal practice of the Commission to allow the 
carriers due notice of any changes required in the form of their 
annual reports whenever such changes have affected the manner in 
which their accounts are to be kept. In the present instance the 
changes in accounting methods covered by the order of June 3, 1907, 
will be reflected for the first time in the reports of carriers ior the 
year ending June 30, 1908, and those covered by the orders to be 
issued, probably during the month of June, 1908,will first find expres- 
sion in the annual reports of carriers for the year ending June 30, 1909. 

In the nineteenth annual report on the Statistics of Railways, pub- 
lished by the Commission, will be found a statement of the general 
principles to which the prescribed system of operating accounts has 
been adjusted. Attention is there called to the fact that in eight par- 
ticulars the rules contained in the new accoimts differ from those 
heretofore followed hj the carriers in making public reports. One 
point in that statement is of sufficient impottaiice \;o c^sAxxi ^^daX 
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consideration. The classification of operating expenses promulgated 
by tlvB Commission under its order of June 3, 1907, makes formal 
provision for depreciation charges. The position assumed is that 
such charges are an essential feature of any system of accounts the 
purpose of which is to guarantee that all the cost of maintenance, 
and no more than the cost of maintenance, of a particular period shall 
be set against the operating revenue of the same period. The Com- 
mission interprets the twentieth section of the act to regulate com- 
merce as imposing upon it the duty of protecting the integrity of the 
net revenue statements published by the carriers, and it believes that 
formal depreciation charges, conservatively administered, are essen- 
tial for the attainment of this end. If this can be done through 
supervision over the operating accoimts, and if, through the medium 
of a standard balance sheet, the Commission is able to protect also the 
integrity of statements rendered by the carriers relative to their 
accumulated surplus, the most important single purpose of Congress 
in conferring upon this Commission authority to prescribe and super- 
vise a uniform system of railway accoimts will have been accom- 
plished. 

It is further worthy of notice in this connection that the twentieth 
section of the act to regulate commerce opens to this Commission a 
means for the exercise of some degree of administrative supervision 
over the manner in which carriers comply with the duties imposed 
upon them by law. The law clearly specifies certain acts as illegal, 
but there is no direct or certain method of preventing such illegal acts. 
It is the purpose of the Commission to remedy this defect, in part at 
least, by holding accounting officers responsible for the correct appli- 
cation of the rules of accounting which are prescribed. Every war- 
rant covering revenue, every voucher covering expenses, every entry of 
an asset or a liability must be carried into the accoimts according to 
prescribed rules, and it is certainly a step in advance, because it is a 
means of localizing responsibility, that the Commission should select 
from among the officials of each of the carriers one whose duty it is to 
certify to the legality of the acts which the accounts record. This will 
be made clear by the following paragraph, quoted from the order of 
the Commission under which the classification of operating expenses 
was promulgated : 

It is further ordered. That the rules contained in said third revised issue of 
tiie classification of operating expenses are, and by virtue of this order do 
become, the lawful rules according to which the said operating expenses are 
defined; and that each and every person directly in charge of the accounts of 
any such carrier or of any receiver or operating trustee of any such carrier is 
hereby required to see to, and under the law is responsible for, the correct appli- 
cation of the said rules in the keeping and recording of the operating expense 
aooounts of any such carrier. • • • 
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It is not too much to say that, by virtue of the above order, adminis- 
trative recognition is given to the fact that railways are engaged 
in a quasi-public business. 

It lies within the purpose of the Commission to include within its 
accounting scheme all agencies of interstate transportation; and to 
promulgate for express companies, sleeping-car companies, electric 
railways, water carriers, and pipe lines a system of accounts similar 
to those prescribed for steam railways. The system of accoimts 
prescribed for each of these different methods of conducting trans- 
portation will, of course, require special treatment to reflect the par- 
ticular conditions under which each is carried on. But the general 
form and accoimting principles will be the same for all. With the 
exception of pipe lines, the formulation of accounting rules for all of 
the above-mentioned agencies for moving the commerce of the coun- 
try are well under way, and will be issued under formal order to 
take effect July 1, 1908. 

OOOPERATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE COMMISSIONS. 

The desire to provide a uniform system of accounts for all trans- 
portation agencies, coupled with the fact of divided jurisdiction, has 
forced the question of cooperation between Federal and State com- 
missions into the foreground as a question of practical administration. 

As an extreme illustration, mention may be made of the manner in 
which an accounting system for electric urban and interurban lines 
is being worked out. According to the test of location of the physical 
property (which, of course, is not the final test), not more than 20 
per cent of this class of railways comes within the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Commission, an amount not sufficient to warrant this Com- 
mission in prescribing a system of accounts in conformity with that 
prescribed for other transportation agencies, except upon the approval 
and cooperation of the various States whose laws give to their re- 
spective commissions jurisdiction over the operation of electric lines. 
Such approval and cooperation has been readily granted. A confer- 
ence was recently held for the consideration of this entire subject, and 
so significant is the attitude of the States, as expressed in letters re- 
ceived prior to the conference in response to a request from this office 
for an expression of opinion as to the feasibility of cooperation be- 
tween the State commissions and the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion relative to the promulgation of a system of accounts for electric 
lines, that a condensed statement of the replies is here submitted. 
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Bynopsis of replies of State railroad commiasiona to letter of Vovemher IS, 
1907, asking for an expression of opinions as to the desirability of accounts 
for electric roads being in substantial agreement with those already pre- 
scribed by the Interstate Commerce Commission for steam roads, 

Alabama, — Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission to the 
fallest extent practicable. 

Arizona, — ^Has no railroad commission. 

Arkansas, — ^Uniformity between electric and steam railway accounts very 
desirable. Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission to any rea- 
sonable limit. 

California. — ^No reply to letter. 

Colorado, — ^Uniformity between electric and steam accounts' desirable. Will 
assist Interstate Ck)mmerce Commission as far as possible. 

Connecticut, — ^Uniformity between electric and steam accounts necessary. 
Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission to that end. 

Delaware. — Has no railroad commission. 

Florida. — ^Action of Interstate Commerce Commission will be satisfactory. 

Georgia. — ^Approves idea for uniform classification of accounts between steam 
and electric roads. 

/(faTto.-;— Has no railroad commission. 

Illinois. — Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission as far as 
possible. Electric and steam accounts should be in substantial agreement. 

Indiana. — Entirely willing to abide by result of conference, and will cooper- 
ate with Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Iowa. — No objection to classification submitted by Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Kansas. — Classification submitted by Interstate Commerce Conunission thor- 
oughly applicable to Kansas conditions. 

Kentucky. — Will heartily cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission. 
(Verbal statement of chairman of commission.) 

Louisiana. — No Jurisdiction ; but, should occasion require, will accept recom- 
mendations of Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Maine. — Classification proposed by Interstate Conunerce Commission great 
improvement over present system. 

Maryland. — Has no railroad commission. 

Massachusetts. — Waiting action of Interstate Commerce Commission on sys- 
tem of accounts. Will act in accord with Interstate Commerce Commission as 
far as possible. 

Michigan. — Have perfect confidence in judgment of Interstate Commerce 
Commission and will heartily cooperate. 

Mississippi. — No reply to letter. Probably has no Jurisdiction. 

Missouri. — Will adopt system of accounting recommended by Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. 

Montana. — Will be pleased to cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion and use forms prescribed by the Commission. 

Minnesota. — Will cordially indorse system approved by Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Nebraska. — In hearty sympathy with Interstate Commerce Commission. 
Steam and electric accounts should be uniform. 

Nevada. — No reply to letter. 

New Hampshire. — Will adopt system of accounts used by adjoining States 
and Interstate Commerce Commission. 

24274— OS 10 
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New Jersey. — ^Approves system of uniform accounts recommended by confer- 
ence. Has no Jurisdiction over trolley lines. 

New Mewico. — ^Has no railroad commission. 

New York, first. — Was represented at conference and will probably cooperate 
with Interstate Ck>mmerce Commission. 

New York, second. — Will adopt system of accounts prescribed by Interstate 
Commerce Commission, as far as possible. 

North Carolina, — ^Approves classification prepared by Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and will adopt same for North Carolina. 

North Dakota, — Will be pleased to cooperate with Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 

Ohio, — Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission as far as 
possible. 

Oklahoma. — Railroad commission not appointed at date of letter. 

Oregon, — Steam and electric roads should have same system of accounts. 
Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Conmiission. 

Pennsylvania, — Railroad commission to be appointed January 1, 1908. 

Rhode Island. — Did not receive letter. 

South Carolina, — ^No jurisdiction over electric railways. 

South Dakota. — No jurisdiction over electric railways. 

Tennessee. — No jurisdiction over electric railways. 

Texas, — No jurisdiction over electric railways. 

Utah, — ^Has no railroad commission. 

Vermont. — Will probably adopt form of accounts prescribed by Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Virgin^. — Steam and electric accounts should be uniform. Will adopt system 
reconmiended by conference. 

Washington. — Classification proposed by Interstate Commerce Commission 
meets all requirements of the State. 

West Virginia. — ^Has no railroad commission. 

Wisconsin. — Will cooperate with Interstate Commerce Commission. Steam 
and electric accounts should be uniform. 

Wyoming. — Has no railroad commission. 

It is evident from the above that the States are not only willing, 
but anxious, that the Federal Commission should assume the respon- 
sibility of prescribing a uniform system of accounts for electric lines, 
and offer not only cooperation for the attainment of this result, but 
agree, so far as practicable in view of local requirements, to accept 
whatever rules and classifications may be promulgated. 

Further evidence of the fact that the States look to the Federal 
Govemmenji for assistance in securing harmony of administration 
throughout the country is found in their treatment of the question 
of dividing operating revenues and operating expenses of carriers 
by State lines. There is, at present, no uniform practice in this re- 
gard, and a study of the rules followed, where localization of earnings, 
expenses, and values is required, furnishes many examples of un- 
equal and unjust distribution. The situation is one that calls for an 
authoritative rule of general ^application. This entire matter was made 
the subject oi earnest discussion by the National Association of Rail- 
w«r Commissioners at its recent convention \ift\d in. W^ksimigtoiL Oo- 
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tober 8, 9, 10, and 11 last, and, as a result of this discussion, a resolu- 
tion was passed authorizing the standing committee on railway statis 
tics to formulate a set of rules for the assignment of operating 
revenues and operating expenses by State lines, to be submitted to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission for its approval; with the re- 
quest that, if approved, the rules should be promulgated under order 
of the Commission. No recommendations have yet been received from 
the committee, but when received they will be given most care- 
ful consideration, for this Commission can not express too strongly 
its desire to render whatever assistance lies in its power to secure 
a harmonious and efficient administration of all laws, both State and 
Federal, relative to railway supervision and control. 

As yet further indicating the desire for cooperation manifested by 
the States, a fact which has especial significance in view of the appar- 
ent conflict of Federal and State jurisdiction recently expressed in 
other lines, the following resolution, passed mianimously by the 
National Association of Railway Commissioners, at its recent conven- 
tion above referred to, may be quoted. It was the desire of this asso- 
ciation to secure not merely uniformity of reports and uniformity of 
accounts, but some degree of uniformity in the compilation of reports, 
and in the use to be made of accounts; and to that end it was sug- 
gested that the Interstate Commerce Commission organize a bureau 
of correspondence to serve as a medium of communication between 
the State railway commissions and the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. The resolution is as follows: 

That the Interstate Ck>mmerce Commission be requested to establish a bureau 
of correspondence for the purpose of gathering and compIUng statistics in con- 
nection with the various States, in order that the methods adopted by the Inter- 
state Ck)mmerce Ck)mmission may also be adopted, as far as practicable, by the 
State commissions, uniformity in this regard being the desired end. 

The Commission has already taken steps to realize the purpose of 
of the above resolution. 

The general conclusion at which this Commission has arrived in 
reviewing the work accomplished by its division of statistics and 
accounts, so far as the relation of Federal and State authority is 
concerned, seems worthy of the especial attention of Congress. The 
duties imposed by law upon Federal and State railway commissions 
require the exercise on their part of distinctly administrative func- 
tions, as well as functions semi-judicial in their character ; and there 
is no reason, either in the nature of the case or in the attitude thus 
far manifested by the States, why a definite scheme of administration 
may not be worked out in which the activities of the States and of 
the Federal Government shall each be complementary to the other. 
Whether or not additional legislation will be needed to realize this 
idea of harmonious administrative superYvswwv^ ^ '33;i::^Rs:^^S^'2s^ Sxw 
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which the interests of the locality, be they technically State or inter- 
state in character, shall be administered by local agencies, while the 
interests which affect the country as a whole shall be administered 
by the Federal Commission, is a matter respectiilg which this Com- 
mission at present refrains from expressing an opinion. It is 
believed, however, that a comprehensive and purposeful analysis of 
the entire situation will make clear the necessity of some formal 
cooperation between the official representatives of the States and of 
the Federal Government for the development of an effective organ- 
ization for administrative supervision over railway management. 

SPECIAL AND MONTHLY REPORTS. 

The twentieth section of the act to regulate commerce confers upon 
the Commission the right to require " special reports " and monthly 
reports, as well as annual reports. Under the authority to require 
special reports, the division of statistics and accounts has made an 
investigation into the intercorporate relations of legally independent 
carriers, organized into systems for the purpose of unified and con- 
centrated control and management, its prime purpose being to make 
clear the extent and character of intercorporate relationship. Another 
purpose of this investigation is to separate the capital which is in fact 
" outstanding " from capital which, while nominally outstanding, 
judged from the records of individual corporations, is either 
pledged as security for other issues or held in trust, or carried in the 
treasury as an asset. The compilation showing these results will 
shortly be issued. Attention is drawn to the matter at this time for 
the reason that the compilation has been greatly embarrassed by the 
fact that certain "holding companies" have questioned the authority 
of the Commission to require the information sought. 

Two illustrations, showing the character and effect of holding com- 
panies, may be noted. 

The Rock Island Company was organized apparently for the pur- 
pose of securing a centralized control over operating properties. Its 
interest is confined to the Rock Island system of railroads. It has, 
so far as its reports to stockholders reveal the facts, no equities in 
any other industries nor in any other railroad systems than those 
generally regarded as a part of the Rock Island Frisco System. 

The Rock Island Company was chartered in New Jersey in 1902 as 
a holding company. It had outsfending, outside of the treasury, on 
June 30, 1907, $49,047,390 of preferred stock and $89,602,402 of com- 
mon stock, a total of $138,649,792. It has no debt. 

The Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad Company, chartered 

in Iowa in 1902, is in fact a holding company intermediary between 

the operating companies and the Rock Island Company. Its entire 

outstanding stock, amounting to $145,000,000, is o^ned \sy VSaa "BUick 
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Island Company, which the latter corporation secured in exchange 
for its own stock. The Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad 
Company, using this Rock Island Company stock in combination 
with two issues of collateral trust bonds, has purchased over 93 per 
cent of the stock of the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Com- 
pany, and nearly 60 per cent (practically the entire common stock 
issue) of the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Company stock, 
the stocks of these two latter corporations being deposited as security 
for the collateral trust bonds. 

It should be noted further that the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Company owned on June 30, 1907, 48 per cent of the stock of 
the Chicago & Alton Railway; that the St. Louis & San Francisco 
Railroad Company owned over 82^ per cent of the stock (excluding 
treasury holdings) of the Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad Com- 
pany, and that this latter corporation owned 60 per cent of the stock 
of the Evansville & Terre Haute Railroad Company. 

The voting right of securities is also pertinent. Holders of the pre- 
ferred stock of the Rock Island Company have the right, to the ex- 
clusion of holders of the common stock, to choose a majority of the 
board of directors, such right to be surrendered only with the consent 
of two-thirds of the preferred stockholders. Furthermore, the amount 
of preferred stock can not be increased, except upon affirmative vote of 
the holders of two-thirds of the entire preferred and two-thirds of the 
entire common stock. It therefore appears that a majority of the pre- 
ferred stock of the Rock Island Company, or say $25,000,000 out of a 
total of $49,000,000 of preferred stock of that corporation, dominates 
the situation and controls the vast network of railroad lines comprised 
in the Rock Island System. 

Another striking instance of consolidated control through the me- 
dium of a holding company is that of the Atlantic Coast Line Com- 
pany, of Connecticut, organized in 1889 for the piu'pose of consoli- 
dating under one ownership a series of southern roads along the At- 
lantic Coast. This corporation, with a capitalization on June 30, 
1906, of only $10,500,000 of stock and $13,000,000 of certificates of 
indebtedness, owned over 50 per cent of the stock of the Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Company. The significance of this holding 
becomes clearer when it is observed that on June 30, 1907, the Atlan- 
tic Coast Line Railroad Company owned $30,600,000 out of $60,000,- 
000, or 51 per cent, of the stock of the Louisville & Nashville Railroad 
Company, and that the latter corporation, jointly with the Southern 
Railway Company, owned 88 per cent, of the stock of the Chicago, 
Indianapolis & Louisville Railroad Company, and leased jointly with 
the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company the railroad properties 
of the Georgia Railroad & Banking Company. This holdia^ <5fijss.- 
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pany, with a comparatively small capitalization, which represents 
still less of actual investment, probably not more than $5,000,000,* is 
in virtual control of a railway system over 11,000 miles in length. 

It is not intended to discuss the economic justification of such hold- 
ing companies, if indeed they can be justified from that point of view. 
The significant fact for the consideration of Congress is that com- 
panies of this class deny the jurisdiction of Federal supervision imder 
the law, a contention which, if admitted and carried to its logical 
result, would exclude many important financial questions which affect 
public interests from the supervisory control of the Commission. It 
is the purpose of the Commission to bring this question to judicial 
determination, but in order to arrive speedily at some practical con- 
clusion, to the end that the work undertaken be not further embar- 
rassed, it is respectfully submitted that the act to regulate commerce 
be amended so as to make clear the responsibilities and the rights of 
the Commission as regards holding companies. 

On July 10, 1907, this Commission issued an order prescribing a 
form for monthly report of earnings and expenses, and required of 
each and every carrier subject to Federal jurisdiction to file such re- 
port for the month of July, 1907, and for each month thereafter. 
This has been done by most of the carriers, and the Commission antici- 
pates no difficulty in securing monthly statements from all. It has 
not seemed wise to press this matter, nor to begin the public use of 
the monthly statements, until there had been opportunity to observe 
the result of the new system of accounts as reflected in the July, Au- 
gust, and September accounts. Every change in method of business 
procedure must be granted a period for adjustment, and the Conmiis- 
sion has followed, in the matter of monthly reports, its uniform 
practice in all similar matters, namely, to allow ample time for a 
thorough understanding of the new conditions and rules before mak- 
ing public use of the facts reported under them. 

The success of monthly statements of earnings and expenses is 
largely dependent upon the fact that, being made in compliance 
with an order of the Commission, they will be rendered by all car- 
riers and rendered according to uniform rules of accounting. As- 
suming the accounts of the carriers to be properly supervised by the 
board special examiners for which the law provides, the publication 
of these monthly reports will tend to steady commercial con- 
ditions and to narrow the margin of speculative dealings. More- 
over, the publication from month to month of the aggregate revenues 
and expenses of railways will reflect more clearly than could be done 
in any other way the changes that are taking place in general busi- 
ness conditions. Beginning with the month of July, 1908, these 
monthly reports of operating revenues and operating expenses will 
be made public. 
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« 

BOARD OF SPECIAL EXAMINERS. 

The twentieth section of the act to regulate commerce, as amended, 
makes provision for the employment of " special agents or examiners, 
who shall have authority under the order of the Commission to in- 
spect and examine any and all accounts, records, and memoranda kept 
by the carriers." This is recognized as an important provision of the 
law. The examination contemplated will enable the Commission to 
enforce conformity to the rules of accounting that have been pre- 
scribed, and to ascertain whether or not tlie net revenues accruing 
from operation, or the profit and loss which appears on the balance 
sheet, as published by the carriers and reported to the Federal and 
State Governments, are correctly stated. This is a result of para- 
mount interest to every investor in railway securities, as well as to 
the public at laxge, for the reason that it tends to give greater stabil- 
ity to commercial conditions and greater security to railway invest- 
ments. Such an examination as is contemplated by the law will also 
furnish added security to the shipper, in that it will disclose unlawful 
practices in case such practices exist. The influence of a board 
of special examiners for railway accounts will, in many respects, 
be similar to that which follows the examination of national banks 
by the agents of the Comptroller of the Currency. 

The Commission fully appreciates the purpose of Congress in 
making provision for a thorough and systematic examination of 
railway accounts, and has already taken steps for the organization 
of a bureau to have this matter in charge. It is not possible at pres- 
ent to say how extensive an organization will be necessary to realize 
the aims which Congress held in view, but there can be no doubt 
that a large force of trained experts must be employed. 

VALUATION OF RAILWAY PROPERTY. 

Reference has been made in previous reports to the importance of 
a physical valuation of railway properties. The considerations sub- 
mitted in favor of such a valuation need not be repeated at this time. 
It may, however, be proper to call attention to the fact that the intro- 
duction into operating expenses of a set of depreciation accounts 
brings prominently into view an added necessity for an inventory of 
railway property. The chief purpose of the depreciation accounts is 
to protect the investor against the depletion of his property by an 
understatement of the cost of maintenance, and to protect the public 
against the maintenance of unduly high rates by charging improve- 
ments to cost of transportation. These accounts, which serve so im- 
portant a purpose, require for their proper and safe administration 
complete and accurate information relative to the value of the prop- 
erty to which they apply, and ttos \ivioTYiv'8^As>rcL oasi. <3^ \3fc ^ftRxsx?^^ 
by a formal appraisal embracmg aW. ^^aasft^ ol Ti^^i:^^ -^gt^^^^wec^* 
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Yet another reason may be submitted. Before the close of the 
present fiscal year the Commission will be in position to prescribe 
a standard form of balance sheet. The purpose of a balance sheet 
is to disclose the financial standing of a corporation, and this it does 
by placing in parallel columns a statement of assets and of liabilities. 
But in the case of railway companies the Commission is unable to 
test the accuracy of the assets reported, and there is no feasible means 
of providing such a test other than by a detailed inventory of the 
property which the assets represent. If Congress designed, by the 
provision which it made for a prescribed system of accounts, that the 
Commission should do what lies in its power to guarantee the sound 
financing of railways, the making of an inventory appraisal of rail- 
way property can not longer be delayed. 

From whatever point of view this question of valuation be regarded, 
whether of reasonable capitalization, of a reasonable schedule of 
rates, of effective administration of the depreciation accounts, or of 
the correct interpretation of the balance sheet, one is forced to con- 
clude that an authoritative valuation of railway property is the next 
important step in the development of governmental supervision over 
railway administration. 

The Commission can not emphasize too strongly the significance of 
the supervisory work which, upon the authority conferred by the 
twelfth section of the act to regulate commerce as amended, has 
assumed such large proportions; and believing as it does that a 
comprehensive, systematic, and authoritative valuation of railway 
property is essential for the successful development of this work, as 
well as for other purposes named, it does not hesitate to submit to 
Congress a formal recommendation for the enactment of a law under 
which such a valuation can be made. 

STATISTICS OF RAILWAYS. 
MONTHLY REPORTS. 

The following is a statement of earnings and expenses of railways 
for the months of July, August, September, and October : 

Monthly statement of revenues and expenses, 

July, 1907. 
[210,148.85 miles of line.] 

Total operating revenues $207,352,726.86 

Total operating expenses 130,290,210.34 

Net operating revenues 68,062,516.52 
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August, 1907. 
[210,131.96 miles of line.] 

Total operating revenues $218, 686, 133. 68 

Total operating expenses 142, 903, 292. 70 

Net operating revenues 75, 781, 840. 98 

Seftembeb, 1907. 

[206,644.80 miles of line.] 

Total operating revenues $209,547,024.25 

Total • operating expenses 140, 772, 747. 36 

Net operating revenues 68, 774, 276. 89 

October, 1907. 

[104,500.35 miles of line.] 

Total operating revenues $212,263,338.91 

Total operating expenses 141, 022, 880. 18 

Net operating revenues 71,240,458.73 

PRELIMINARY REPORT ON THE INCOME AND EXPENDITURES OF RAILWAYS 

FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1907. 

The Commission has published aimually, since 1892, a brief report 
presenting in a condensed form an income account statement for 
the operating railways in the United States. The preliminary report 
for the last fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, includes returns re- 
ceived by November 29 for 894 railway companies, representing an 
operated mileage of 225,584.30 miles, or, presumably, more than 99 
per cent of the mileage that will be covered by the final report on rail- 
way statistics for the year. 

This advanced report shows that the gross earnings of the roads 
it covers for the year 1907 were $2,585,913,002. In this amount are 
included as earnings from passenger service, $683,980,921, or 26.45 
per cent; as earnings from the freight service, $1,826,209,111, or 
70.62 per cent, and as miscellaneous earnings, $75,722,970, or 2.93 per 
cent. The gross earnings for 1907 averaged $11,463 per mile. This 
average exceeds th.e like average for any prior year since the Com- 
mission was organized. The gross earnings of the railways as given 
in the final report for the year ending June 30, 1906, were $2,325,- 
765,167, representing an average of $10,460 on 222,340.30 miles of 
line operated. The operating expenses of the roads covered by the 
1907 preliminary report were $1,746,097,122, being equivalent to 
$7^740 per mile. The ratio of operating expenses to earnings was 
67.52 per cent. The like ratio for the year 1906 was 66.08 per cent. 
According to the report under consideration, the net earnings of the 
roads for the year ending June 30, 1907, were $839,815.^880^ o\: ^:^Q3> 
per mile, and the net earnings for t\ie cott^^^xv^vcl^ xq>%.^^ Vs^ *<io&k 
year 1906 were $787,420,827. 
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In addition to the amount shown by the carriers as gross earnings, 
they reported as income from sources other than operation $167,534,- 
585. This amount, however, includes a few duplications attributable 
to the method of accounting followed by some of the carriers. On the 
basis of the foregoing figures, the total income of the operating roads 
covered by the preliminary report for 1907 was $997,350,465. There 
was charged against this amount for interest, rents, betterments, taxes, 
and miscellaneous items the sum of $605,916,745, and also as divi- 
dends the sum of $259,233,580, leaving a surplus for the year of $132,- 
200,140. The amount of taxes charged to income during the year was 
$73,617,082. The final report of the Commission on railway statistics 
for the year ending June 30, 1906, showed a surplus of $112,334,761. 
The amount of dividends declared in 1907, as given above, was $29,- 
998,172 more than the amount of dividends declared by essentially 
the same roads in 1906. Since the preliminary report pertains to 
operating roads only, it does not include any dividends paid by 
leased lines from the income which they received as rent. It may be 
said, however, that the dividends declared by subsidiary leased lines 
for the preceding year ending June 30, 1906, amounted to about 
$43,000,000. 

FINAL REPORT FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1906. 

The nineteenth annual report on the Statistics of Railways in the 
United States being, in general, like prior reports in the series, forms 
a separate volume of more than 700 pages. The text of this report, 
which contains many summaries of railway statistics, is followed by 
tables giving details of mileage, capitalization, earnings, expenses, 
etc., by roads. An abstract of the report is here given. 

MILEAGE. 

On June 30, 1906, the report shows that the total single-track railway mileage 
In the United States was 224,363.17 miles, or 6,262.13 miles more than at the 
end of the previous year. An increase in mileage exceeding 100 miles appears 
for Alabama, Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 
Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nevada, North Carolina, North Da- 
kota, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington, 
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, New Mexico, and Oklahoma. 

The operated mileage for which substantially complete returns were rendered 
to the Commission was 222,340.30 miles, including 7,865.97 miles of line used 
under trackage rights. The aggregate length of railway mileage, including 
tracks of all kinds, was 317,083.19 miles. This mileage was thus classified: 
Single track, 222,340.30 miles, as Just mentioned; second track, 17,936.25 miles; 
third track, 1,766.07 miles ; fourth track, 1,279.66 miles, and yard track *and 
sidings, 73,760.91 miles. These figures indicate that there was an increase of 
10,286.45 miles in the aggregate length of all trat^ks, of which 3,819.24 miles, or 
37.13 per cent, represented the extension of yard track and sidings. 

Tlie number ot railway corporations for which mileage is included in the re- 
port was 2^13, During the year railway companiea o^vii\xi^ 4>QRA.4ft mW^ ^t 
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line were reorganized, merged, or consolidated. The corresponding figure for 
the year 1906 w^s 8,802.02 miles. 

The report shows that for the year ending June 80, 1906, the mileage of roads 
operated by receivers was 8,971.48 miles, or an Increase of 8475.61 miles as 
compared with 1905. The number of roads In the hands of receivers was 34. 

EQUiPMEirr. 

On June 80, 1906, there were In the service of the carriers 51,672 locomotives, 
the Increase being 3,315. These locomotives, excepting 1,090, were classified as : 
Passenger, 12,249; freight, 29,848, and switching, 8,485. 

The total number of cars of all classes was 1,958,912, or 116,041 more than 
for the year 1905. This rolling stock was thus assigned: Passenger service, 
42,262 cars; freight service, 1,887,914 cars, and company's service, 78,736 cars. 
These figures do not Include cars owned by private commercial firms or corpo- 
rations. 

The average number of locomotives per 1,000 miles of line was 232, and the 
average number of cars per 1,000 miles of line was 8310. The number of pas- 
senger-miles per passenger locomotive was 2,054,636, showing an increase of 
6,078 miles as compared with the previous year. The number of ton-miles per 
freight locomotive was 7,232,563, showing an Increase of 541,868 miles. 

The number of locomotives and cars In the service of the railways aggregated 
2,010,584, of which 1,827,789 were fitted with train brakes, or an Increase for 
the year of 186,394, and 1,989,796 were fitted with automatic couplers, or an 
Increase of 118,206. Nearly all the locomotives and cars In the passenger serv- 
ice had train brakes, and all but 72 locomotives In the same service were fitted 
with automatic couplers. Only 1.54 per cent of cars In the* passenger service 
were without automatic couplers. Substantially all the freight locomotives 
had train brakes and automatic couplers. Of 1,837,914 cars In the freight serv- 
ice on June 30, 1906, the number fitted with train brakes was 1,689,341 and with 
automatic couplers 1,820,854. 

EMPLOYEES. 

The reported number of persons on the pay rolls of the railways in the United 
States on June 30, 1906, was 1,521,355, which is equivalent to an average of 684 
employees per 100 miles of line. These figures show an increase in the number 
of employees as compared with the year 1905, of 139,159, or 47 per 100 miles of 
line. Of the employees 59,855 were englnemen, 62,678 firemen, 43,936 con- 
ductors, and 119,087 were other trainmen. There were 49,659 switch tenders, 
crossing tenders, and watchmen. The total number of railway employees, dis- 
regarding a small number not assigned, were apportioned among the four gen- 
eral divisions of railway employment as follows: For general administration, 
57,064; for maintenance of way and structures, 495,879; for maintenance of 
equipment, 315,952, and for conducting transportation, 649,820. 

The report includes summaries showing the average daily compensation of 
18 classes of employees for a series of years, and also the aggregate amount of 
compensation returned for the several classes. The total amount of wages and 
salaries reported as paid ti/ employees during the year ending June 30, 1906, 
was $900,801,653 ; but this amount is deficient by more than $27,000,000 because 
of the loss of railway records in the San Francisco calamity. 

CAPITALIZATION OF RAILWAY PEOPEBTY. 

On June 30, 1906, the par value of the &mo\m\. ol x^cCw?^-^ ^5»:^\\»\ ^xiNss^ssS&ssafc. 
was $14,670,421,478, which Is equivalent to a c».^\\aL\\3aX\oTi. ^^ ^'V^SKfc ^s^^: ^iS 
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for the railways in the United States. Of this capital there existed as stock 
$6,803,760,093, of which $5,403,001,962 was common and $1,400,758,181 pre- 
ferred ; the remaining part, $7,766,661,385, represented funded debt, consisting of 
mortgage bonds, $6,266,770,962 ; miscellaneous obligations, $973,647,924 ; income 
bonds, $301,523,400 ; and equipment trust obligations, $224,719,099. 

Of the total capital stock outstanding $2,276,801,333, or 33.46 per cent, paid no 
dividends. The amount of dividends declared during the year was $272,795,974, 
being equivalent to 6.03 per cent on dividend-paying stock. For the year ending 
June 30, 1905, the amount of dividends declared was $237,964,482. Of the total 
amount of stock outstanding, $6,803,760,093, 12.60 per cent paid from 1 to 4 per 
cent ; 11.34 per cent from 4 to 5 per cent ; 7.60 per cent from 5 to 6 per cent ; 
9.54 per cent from 6 to 7 per cent, and 14.94 per cent from 7 to 8 per cent. The 
total amount of funded debt (omitting equipment trust obligations) that paid 
no interest was $287,954,851, or 3.82 per cent. Of mortgage bonds, $208,060,486, 
or 8.32 per cent; of miscellaneous obligations, $2,827,570, c 0.29 per cent, and 
of income bonds $77,066,795, or 25.56 per cent, paid no interest. 

The aggregate amount of railway stock reported as owned by railway corpora- 
tions was $2,257,175,799, and the aggregate amount of railway bond^ so reported 
was $641,305,030. 

PUBLIC SEBVICE OF RAILWAYS. 

The report indicates that the number .of passengers carried by the railways 
In the year ending June 30, 1906, was 797,946,116, this item being 59,111,449 
more than for the year ending June 30, 1905. The passenger-mileage, or the 
number of passengers carried 1 mile, was 25,167,240,831, the increase being 
1,367,091,895 passenger-miles. 

The number o^ tons of freight shown as carried (including freight received 
from connections) was 1,631,374,219, which exceeds the tonnage of the year 
1905 by 203,642,314 tons. The ton-mileage, or the number of tons carried 1 
mile, was 215,877,551,241, the increase being 29,414,441,731 ton-miles. The 
number of tons carried 1 mile per mile of line was 982,401, indicating an 
increase in the density of freight traffic of 121,005 ton-miles per mile of line. 

The average revenue per passenger per mile for the year ending June 30, 
1906, was 2.003 cents. For the preceding year the average was 1.962 cents. 
The average revenue per ton per mile was 0.748 cent; the like average for the 
year 1905 was 0.766 cent. The earnings per train mile show an increase both 
for passenger and for freight trains. The figures show an increase in the 
average cost of running a train 1 mile. The ratio of operating expenses to 
earnings for the year 1906 was 66.08 per cent. For 1905 this ratio was 66.78 
per cent. 

EARNINGS AND EXPENSES. 

The gross earnings of the railways in the United States from the operation 
of 222,340.30 miles of line were, for the year ending June 30, 1906, $2,325,765,167, 
being $243,282,761 greater than for the year 1905. Their operating expenses 
were $1,536,877,271, or $146,275,119 more than in 1906. The following figures 
present a statement of gross earnings in detail and show the increase of the 
several items over those of the previous year : Passenger revenue, $510,032,583 — 
increase, $37,337,851; mail, $47,371,453— increase, $1,945,328; express, 
$51,010,930 — increase, $5,861,775; other earnings from passenger service, 
$11,814,237— increase, $274,095 ; freight revenue, $1,640,386,655— increase, 
$189,613,817; other earnings from freight service, $5,645,222— increase, $564,956; 
other earnings from operation, including unclassified items, $60,004,087 — 
Increase, f 7,684,939. Qroea earnings from operation per mile of line averaged 
$10,460, the corresponding average for the year 1006 \^\\^% ^Sl^ \e«&. 
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The operating expenses assigpied to the four general classes were : For main- 
teoance of way and structures, $311,720320; maintenance of equipment, 
$328,664,668; conducting transportation, $836,202,707; general expenses, 
$69,762,230; undistributed, $646,866. Operating expenses averaged $6,912 per 
mile of line, this average showing an increase of $603 per mile in comparison 
with the year 1906. 

The income from operation or the net earnings of the railways amounted to 
$788,887,896. This amount exceeds the corresponding one for the previous year 
by $97,007,642. The net earnings per mile of line for 1906 averaged $3,648 ; for 
1906, $3,189, and for 1904, $2,998. The amount of income attributable to other 
sources than operation was $266,639,691. There are included in this amount 
the following items: Income from lease of road, $119,604,619; dividends on 
stocks owned, $66,861,666; interest on bonds owned, $20,637,011, and miscel- 
laneous income, $49,636;306. The total income of the railways ($1,046,627,487) ; 
that is, the net earnings and income from lease, investments, and miscel- 
laneous sources — is the amount from which fixed and other charges against 
income are taken to ascertain the sum available for dividends. Such deduc- 
tions aggregated $660,341,169, thus leaving $386,186,328 as the net income for 
the year ending June 30, 1906, available for dividends or surplus. 

The amount of dividends' declared during the year under review (including 
$66,693 representing other earnings to stockholders) was $272,861,667, leaving 
as the surplus from the operations of the year ending June 30, 1906, $112,334,- 
761. The surplus from operations as shown for the preceding year was $89,- 
043,490. The amount of deductions from income as stated above, $660,341,169, 
comprises these items: Salaries and maintenance of organization, $671,431; 
interest accrued on funded d^t, $322,666,934; interest on current liabilities, 
$11,663,076 ; rents paid for lease of road, $122,290,911 ; taxes, $74,786,616 ; per- 
manent improvements charged to income account, $49,042,631 ; other deductions, 
$79,441,661. 

The preceding figures for the income and the expenditures of railway com- 
panies are compiled from the annual reports of leased roads as well as of oper- 
ating roads, and include duplications in certain items of income and also of ex- 
penditure on account of the fact that, in general, the income of a leased road is 
the rent which it receives from its lessee. There is included in the statistical 
report, however, a summary which presents the income account for all the 
railways considered as a single system, from which intercorporate payments 
are substantially eliminated. 

The complete report includes a summary showini^ the total taxes and assess- 
ments of the railways by States and Territories and also an analysis showing 
the basis of assessment. 

RAILWAY ACCIDENTS. 

In their annual reports to the Interstate Commerce Commission, carriers in- 
clude returns for all casualties to passengers, employees, trespassers, and other 
persons. The following figures therefore are not « comparable with details in 
the Commission's Accident Bulletins, based on monthly reports, that chiefiy re- 
late to casualties to passengers and to employees while on duty on or about 
trains: 

The total number of casualties to persons on the railways for the year ending 
June 30, 1906, was 108,324, of which 10,618 represented the number of persons 
killed and 97,706 the number injured. Casualties occurred among three general 
classes of railway employees, as follows : Trainmen, 2,330 killed and 84,989 txL- 
Jnred ; switch tenders, crossing tenders, and ^aXj^iMBicsiAAn '^B!0^w\^'V5JftRk>ss^^«t'^N 
other employees, 1,472 killed, 40,686 VnlureO. T^'fe cawa»\\Nfi» \ft ^sss^^^^^a^ ^^^^ 
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ling and nnconpling cars were: Employees killed, 298; injured, 3,884. Tbe 
casualties connected with coupling and uncoupling cars are assigned as follows : 
Trainmen killed, 266; injured, 3,600; switch tenders, crossing tenders, and 
watchmen killed, 18 ; injured, 170 ; other employees killed, 14 ; injured, 124. 

The casualties due to falling from trains, locomotives, or cars in motion were : 
Trainmen killed, 454; injured, 5,215; switch tenders, crossing tenders, and 
watchmen killed, 7 ; injured, 159 ; other employees killed, 84 ; injured 712. The 
casualties due to jumping on or off trains, locomotives, or cars in motion were : 
Trainmen killed, 130; injured, 4,809; switch tenders, crossing tenders, and 
watchmen killed, 7 ; injured, 119 ; other employees killed, 76 ; injured, 685. The 
casualties to the same three classes of employees in consequence of collisions 
and derailments were: Trainmen killed, 693; injured, 5,245; switch tenders, 
crossing tenders, and watchmen killed, 3; injured, 69; other employees killed, 
91 ; injured, 888. 

The number of passengers killed in the course of the year 1906 was 359 and 
the number injured 10,764. In the previous year 537 passengers were killed 
and 10,457 injured. There were 146 passengers killed and 6,053 injured because 
of collisions and derailments. The total number of persons other than em- 
ployees and passengers killed was 6,330 ; injured, 10,241. These figures include 
the casualties to persons trespassing, of whom 5,381 were killed and 5,927 were 
injured. The total number of casualties to persons other than employees from 
being struck by trains, locomotives, or cars was 5,127 killed and 4,905 injured. 
The casualties of this class were : At highway crossings, passengers killed, 3 ; 
injured, 8; other persons killed, 926; injured, 1,884; at stations, passengers 
killed, 48; injured, 96; other persons killed, 566; injured, 647; at other 
points along track, passengers killed, 3; injured, 16; other persons killed, 
3,581; injured, 2,254. The ratios of casualties indicate that 1 employee in 
every 887 was killed and 1 employee in every 20 was injured. With regard to 
trainmen — ^that is, enginemen, firemen, conductors, and other trainmen — it 
appears that 1 trainman was killed for every 124 employed and 1 was injured 
for every 8 employed. 

In 1906, 1 passenger was killed for every 2,222,691 carried, and 1 injured for 
every 74,131 carried. For 1905 the figures show that 1,375,856 passengers were 
carried for 1 killed, and 70,655 passengers were carried for 1 injured. For 1895, 
1 passenger was killed for every 2,984,832 carried, and 1 injured for every 
213,651 carried. With respect to the number of miles traveled, the figures for 
1906 show that 70,103,735 passenger-miles were accomplished for each 
passenger killed, and 2,338,094 passenger-miles for each passenger injured. For 
1905 the figures were 44,320,576 passenger-miles for each passenger killed, and 
2,276,002 passenger-miles for each passenger injured. The figures for 1895 
show that 71,696,743 passenger-miles were accomplished for each passenger 
killed, and 5,131,977 passenger-miles for each passenger injured. 

NATIONAIi ASSOCIATION OF BAILWAY COMMISSIONEBS. 

Pursuant to call, the Nineteenth Annual Convention of the National 
Association of Railway Commissioners was held in the rooms' of the 
Commission, at Washington, D. C, on October 8, 9, 10, and 11, 1907. 

The attendance at this convention was unusually large, all sections 
of the coimtry being represented, and it was the consensus of opinion 
that it was the most important meeting ever held by the association. 

Gommittee reports were read and carefully considered on the fol- 
'ing^ important subjects: Electric railway accoxm^g,-, x^S^oaA 
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taxation and method of ascertaining fair valuations of railroads; 
demurrage and reciprocal demurrage; uniform freight classification; 
railroad statistics ; powers, duties, and work of State railway commis- 
sions; amendments to the act to regulate commerce; and safety appli- 
ances and block signals. 

The convention unanimously adopted resolutions requesting Con- 
gress to amend the existing law in the following particulars : 

That no increase of an interstate rate, or discontinuance of a rate affecting 
an Increase, shaU be permitted without the approval of the Interstate CJom- 
merce Commission. 

That Congress shaU enact a law to compel railroad companies, both steam 
and electric, to protect all tracks by an automatic block system to be approved 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission. * 

That It is the sense of the convention that Congress enact a law requiring 
the Interstate Commerce Commission at once to proceed to make a uniform 
freight classification, and when so made by such Commission the same shall be 
the legal classification for interstate shipments. 

Reference has been made elsewhere in this report to the unani- 
mously expressed desire of the State conmiissions to act in harmony 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission in all matters pertaining 
to railroad accounting and to the steps which have already been 
taken by this Commission to establish closer cooperation in this and 
other respects, and it is a pleasure to note that the sentiment of the 
convention was so strongly in favor of harmonious relations with 
the Federal Commission in all matters pertaining to corporate 
regulation. 

It is also a matter of interest to note that some 15 States have pro- 
.vided for a more or less complete valuation of railroad properties, 
and that a number of these are now engaged in making such valua- 
tions, which fact may be referred to in this connection as an addi- 
tional argument in favor of the recommendations already made upon 
this subject elsewhere in this report 

In conclusion we desire to commend the exceptional zeal and loy- 
alty of the employees of the Commission during the past year. 
They have responded to the demands of a greatly increased volume of 
work with a sustained energy and helpfulness which justify special 
mention. 

All of which is respectfully submitted. 

Martin A. Knapp. 
JuDSON C. Clements. 
Charles A. Prouty. 
Francis M. Cockrell. 
Franklin K. Lane. 
Edgar E. Clark. 
Jame& 3.'&Ks\ai>:s^. 
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STATEMENT OF APPBOPBIATION AND EXFENDITTJBES AND OF 
PEBSONS EMPLOYED BY THE COMMISSION. 

Statement of Apfropbiation and Aggregate Expenditures for the Interstate 

Ck>MMERCE Ck>MMISSION FOR THE FISCAL YeAR ENDING JUNB 30, 1907. 

Sundry civil act, June 30, 1906. — For salaries of Commis- 
sioners, as provided by the "act to regulate com- 
merce" $37,500.00 

Public resolution, June 30, 1906. — ^Additional amount for 
salaries of Commissioners 27,333.36 

For salary of secretary, as provided by the " act to regu- 
late commerce " 3, 500. 00 

$68, 333. 36 

Sundry civil act, June 30, 1906. — For all other necessary 

expenditures to enable the Commission to give effect to 
and execute the provisions of said "act to regulate 

commerce" . 409,000.00 

Public resolution, June 30, 1906. — ^Additional amount for 
all other necessary expenditures to enable the Commis- 
sion to give effect to and execute the provisions of said 

" act to regulate commerce " 54, 263. 97 

468, 263. 97 

To enable the Interstate Commerce Commission to keep 

informed regarding compliance with the "act to pro- 
mote the safety of employees and travelers upon rail- 
roads," approved March 2, 1893, and to enforce the 
requirements of the said act 86,000.00 

Total 616, 597. 33 

Amounts expended under appropriations for fiscal year 
1907: 

As salaries to Commissioners and secretary 68,333.36 

For all other purposes . 394, 541. 53 

Under " safety-appliance act, March 2, 1893 " 75, 952. 37 

Total 538, 827. 26 

Unexpended balance of appropriations, June 30, 1907 : 

For all other necessary expenditures 68, 722. 44 

For "safety-appliance act, March 2, 1893 " 9, 047. 63 

77,770.07 



Detailed Statement of Expenditures of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion FOR THE Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1907. 

Salaries of Commissioners and secretary $68, 333. 36 

Employees : 

1 statistician, 1 month, at $291.66} per month $291. 66 

1 assistant secretary, 6 months at $250 per month 
and 6 months at $270.83i per month ^,^^3Si.<^ 
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Employees — Continued. 

1 solicitor, 6 months at $250 per month and 6 

months at $270.83i per month $3,125.00 

1 auditor, 6 months at $208.33^ per month and 6 
months at $229.16f per month 2,625.00 

1 assistant attorney, 6 months at $208.33^ per 
month, 3 months and 3 days at $229.1G§ per 
month, and attorney, 2i months and 12 days at 
$229.16§ per month 2,625.00 

1 disbursing clerk, 6 months at $166.66$ per month 

and 6 months at $208.33^ per month 2, 250. 00 

1 chief clerk, 6 months at $166.66§ per month and 
6 months at $208.33^ per month 2,250.00 

1 law clerk, 6 months at $166.66§ per mouth, 
assistant attorney, 3 months and 3 days at 
$208.33^ per month, and attorney, 2i months and 
12 days at $208.33^ per month 2,250.00 

1 confidential clerk, 8 months at $166.66f per month, 
assistant attorney, 1 month and 3 days, at 
$208.33$ per month, and attorney, 2$ months and 
12 days, at $208.33$ per month 2, 062. 50 

1 special agent, 6 months, at $208.^3$ per month 1, 250. 00 

1 assistant statistician, 6 months at $166.66$ per 
month and 6 months at $187.50 per month 2,125.00 

1 assistant auditor, 6 months at $166.66$ per month 

and 6 months at $187.50 per month 2, 125. 00 

2 law clerks, 12 months, at $166.66$ per month 4, 000. 00 

2 confidential clerks, 12 months, at $166.66$ per 

month 4, 000. 00 

1 clerk, 12 months, at $166.66$ per month 2, 000. 00 

1 clerk, 6 months at $150 per month and 6 months 

at $166.66$ per month 1, 000. 00 

1 clerk, 2$ months and days, at $116.66$ per 
month, and confidential clerk, months aud 6 

days, at $166.66$ per month 1, 859. 90 

1 confidential clerk, 6 months at $166.66$ per month 

and 6 months at $125 per month 1, 750. 00 

1 ofilcial stenographer, 7$ months and 7 days at 
$125 per month and 4 months and 8 days at 

$166.60$ per month 1,677.78 

1 clerk, 6 mouths at $108.33$ per month, 4$ months 
at $133.33$ per month, and confidential clerk, 1$ 
months, at $166.66$ per month 1,500.00 

1 confidential clerk, 6 months and 3 days, at $166.66$ 

per month 1, 016. 67 

6 clerks, 6 months at $133.33$ per month aud 6 

mouths at $150 per month 10,200.00 

2 clerks, 6 months at $125 per month and 6 months 

at $150 i)er month 3,300.00 

1 clerk, 5 mouths at $116.66$ per month, 2$ months 
and 7 days at $133,831 per month, and special 
agent, 3 months aud 8 days, at $150 per month.. 1, 437. 77 
1 special agent, S mouths and 8 days at $150 per 
month - 490.00 
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Employees — Continued. 

1 special agent, 2i months and 8 days, at $150 per 
month $415.00 

1 special agent, 11 days, at $150 per month«« 55. 00 

2 clerlss, 12 months, at $133.33i per month 3,200.00 

2 clerks, 6 months at $125 per month and 6 months 

at $133.33i per month 3,100.00 

1 clerk, 5^ months and 14 days at $125 per month 

and 6 months at $133.33J per month 1,545.83 

2 clerks, 6 months at $116.66$ per month and 6 

months at $133.33^ per month 4,500.00 

1 clerk, 11^ months and 14^ days, at $125 per month 1, 497. 91 

2 clerks, 6 months at $116.66f per month and 6 

months at $125 per month 2,900.00 

3 clerks, 6 months at $108.33$ per month, and 6 

months at $125 per month 4,200.00 

1 clerk, 11 months and 1 day, at $125 per month 1, 379. 17 

1 clerk, 4i months, at $125 per month 562. 50 

1 clerk, 1 month and 13 days, at $125 per month 179. 17 

10 clerks, 12 months, at $116.66f per month 14,000.00 

2 clerks, 6 months at $108.33$ per month and 

months at $116.06§ per month 2,700.00 

1 clerk, 5^ months and 13 days at $108.33$ per 

month and 6 months at $116.66$ i>er month 1,342.77 

1 clerk, 8$ months at $100 per month and 3$ 

months at $116.66$ per month 1,258.34 

1 clerk, 6 months at $91.66$ per month, and 6 

months at $116.66$ per month 1,250.00 

1 official stenographer, 9 months, at $116.66$ per 

month 1, 050. 00 

1 clerk, 8 months a<nd 14 days, at $116.66$ per 

month 987. 77 

1 clerk, 3 months and 3 days, at $116.66$ per month 361. 67 

1 clerk, 2$ months, at $116.66$ per month 291.66 

1 clerk, 25 days, at $116.66$ per month 97.23 

1 clerk, 6 days, at $116.66$ per month 23.33 

18 clerks, 12 months, at $108.33$ per month 23, 400. 00 

1 clerk. Hi months and 14$ days, at $108.33$ 

per month • 1, 298. 19 

5 clerks, 6 months at $100 per month and 6 months 

at $108.33$ i)er month 6,250.00 

1 clerk, 6 months at $91.66$ per month and 6 

months at $108.33$ per month 1,200.00 

1 clerk, 8$ months, at $108.33$ per month 920. 84 

1 clerk, 7 months, at $108.33$ per month 758.33 

1 clerk, 6$ months and 1 day, at $108.33$ per 

month 707. 78 

9 clerks, 12 months, at $100 per month 10, 800. 00 

1 clerk. Hi months and 11 days, at $100 per month. 1, 186. 67 

1 clerk, 11$ months and 6 days, at $100 per month. 1, 170. 00 

4 clerks, 6 months at $91.66$ per month and 6 

months at $100 per month 4,600.00 

1 clerk, 6$ months at $91.66$ per month and ^\ 
months at $100 per month VA^'^ 
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Employees — Continued. 

1 solicitor, 6 months at $250 per month and 6 

months at $270.83i per month $3, 125. 00 

1 auditor, 6 months at $208.33^ per month and 6 
months at $229.16f per month 2, 625. 00 

1 assistant attorney, 6 months at $208.33^ per 
month, 3 months and 3 days at $229.1G§ per 
month, and attorney, 2i months and 12 days at 
$229.16§ per month 2,625.00 

1 disbursing clerk, 6 months at $166.66$ per month 

and 6 months at $208.33^ per month 2,250.00 

1 chief clerk, 6 months at $166.66§ per month and 
6 months at $208.33^ per month 2,250.00 

1 law clerk, 6 months at $166.66§ per mouth, 
assistant attorney, 3 months and 3 days at 
$208.33^ per month, and attorney, 2i months and 
12 days at $208.33i per month 2,250.00 

1 confidential clerk, 8 months at $166.66f per month, 
assistant attorney, h month and 3 days, at 
$208.33$ per month, and attorney, 2$ months and 
12 days, at $208.33$ per month 2, 062. 50 

1 special agent, 6 months, at $208.^3$ per month 1, 250. 00 

1 assistant statistician, 6 months at $166.66$ per 

month and 6 months at $187.50 per month 2, 125. 00 

1 assistant auditor, 6 months at $166.66$ per month 

and 6 months at $187.50 per month 2, 125. 00 

2 law clerks, 12 months, at $166.66$ per month 4, 000. 00 

2 confidential clerks, 12 months, at $166.66$ per 

month 4, 000. 00 

1 clerk, 12 months, at $166.66$ per month 2, 000. 00 

1 clerk, 6 months at $150 per month and 6 months 

at $166.66$ per month 1, 900. 00 

1 clerk, 2$ months and days, at $116.66$ per 
month, and confidential clerk, months and 6 

days, at $166.66$ per month 1, 859. 90 

1 confidential clerk, 6 months at $166.66$ per month 

and 6 months at $125 per month 1,750.00 

1 ofiicial stenographer, 7$ months and 7 days at 
$125 per month and 4 months and 8 days at 

$166.60$ per month 1, 677. 78 

1 clerk, 6 mouths at $108.33$ per month, 4$ months 
at $133.33$ per month, and confidential clerk, 1$ 
months, at $166.66$ per month 1,500.00 

1 confidential clerk, 6 months and 3 days, at $166.66$ 

per month 1, 016. 67 

6 clerks, 6 months at $133.33$ per month and 6 
months at $150 per month 10, 200. 00 

2 clerks, 6 months at $125 per month and 6 months 

at $150 per month 3,300.00 

1 clerk, 5 months at $116.66$ per month, 2$ months 
and 7 days at $133.33$ per month, and special 
agent, 3 months and 8 days, at $150 per month.. 1, 437. 77 
1 special agent, 3 months and 8 days at $150 per 
moath 480.00 
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Employees — Continued. 

1 special agent, 2i months and 8 days, at $150 per 
month $415.00 

1 special agent, 11 days, at $150 per month__ 55. 00 

2 clerks, 12 months, at $133.33i per month 3, 200. 00 

2 clerks, 6 months at $125 per month and 6 months 

at $133.33i per mouth 3,100.00 

1 clerk, 5i months and 14 days at $125 per month 

and 6 months at $133.33^ per month 1,545.83 

2 clerks, 6 months at $116.66} per month and 6 

months at $133.33^ per month 4, 500. 00 

1 clerk. Hi months and 14^ days, at $125 per month 1, 497. 91 

2 clerks, 6 mouths at $116.66} per month and 6 

months at $125 per month 2,900.00 

3 clerks, months at $108.33^ per month, and 6 

months at $125 per month 4,200.00 

1 clerk, 11 months and 1 day, at $125 per month 1, 379. 17 

1 clerk, 4i mouths, at $125 per month 562.50 

1 clerk, 1 mouth and 13 days, at $125 per month 179. 17 

10 clerks, 12 mouths, at $116.66} per month 14,000.00 

2 clerks, 6 mouths at $108.33} per month and 6 

months at $110.66} per month 2, 700. 00 

1 clerk, 5^ mouths and 13 days at $108.33} per 

month and 6 mouths at $116.66} iier month 1, 342. 77 

1 clerk, 8i months at $100 per mouth and 3} 

months at $116.66} per month 1,258.34 

1 clerk, 6 mouths at $91.66} per month, aud 6 

mouths at $116.66} per month 1,250. 00 

1 official stenographer, 9 months, at $116.66} per 

mouth 1, 050. 00 

1 clerk, 8 months a<nd 14 days, at $116.66} per 

mouth 987. 77 

1 clerk, 3 mouths and 3 days, at $116.66} per month 361. 67 

1 clerk, 2} months, at $116.66} per month 291.66 

1 clerk, 25 days, at $116.66} per month 97.23 

1 clerk, 6 days, at $116.66} per month 23.33 

18 clerks, 12 months, at $108.33} per month 23, 400.00 

1 clerk, 11^ months aud 14} days, at $108.33} 

per mouth • 1,298.19 

5 clerks, 6 months at $100 per month and 6 mouths 

at $108.33} i)er month 6,250.00 

1 clerk, mouths at $91.66} per month and 6 

months at $108.33} per month 1,200.00 

1 clerk, 8} mouths, at $108.33} per month 920. 84 

1 clerk, 7 mouths, at $108.33} per month 758.33 

1 clerk, 6} months and 1 day, at $108.33} per 

mouth 707. 78 

9 clerks, 12 months, at $100 per month 10, 800. 00 

1 clerk, 11} months and 11 days, at $100 per month. 1, 186. 67 

1 clerk, 11} months and 6 days, at $100 per month. 1, 170. 00 

4 clerks, 6 months at $91.66} per month and 6 

months at $100 per month 4,600.00 

1 clerk, 6} months at $91.66} per month an^ ^ 
monthB at $100 per month V^ak^."^ 
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Employees — Ck>ntinued. 

3 clerks, 6 months at $83^^ per moDth and 6 

months at $100 per month $3, 300. 00 

1 clerk, 4 months at $75 per month, 2 months at 

$83.33^ per month, and 6 months at $100 per 

month - 1, 066. 67 

1 clerk, 5 months and 14 days at $83. 33^ per 

per month and 6 months at $100 per month 1, 055. 55 

1 clerk, 9 months and 6 days, at $100 per month. 920. 00 
1 clerk, 3 mouths at $83.33^ per month and 6 

months at $100 per month 850.00 

1 clerk. 4i months and 5 days, at $100 per month. 466. 67 

1 clerk 3 months and 14 days, at $100 per month_ 346. 67 

1 clerk, 3 months and 6 days, at $100 per/ month.. 320.00 

1 clerk, 2i months and 10 days, at $100 per month. 283. 33 

1 clerk, 2i months and 8 days, at $100 per month.. 276. 67 

1 clerk, 2i months and 6 days, at $100 per month.. 270. 00 

2 clerks, 2i months and one day, at $100 per month. 506. 66 

1 clerk, 21 months, at $100 per month 250. 00 

1 clerk, 2 months and 8 days, at $100 per month.. 226. 67 

1 clerk, 1 month and 11 days, at $100 per month 136. 67 

1 clerk, 1 month, at $100 per month 100. 00 

1 clerk, i month and 13 days, at $100 per month.. 93. 33 

1 clerk, 14 days, at $100 per month 46. 67 

5 clerks, 12 months, at $91.66} per month 5,500.00 

1 clerk. Ill months and 121 days, at $91.66f per 

month 1, 092. 37 

5 clerks, 6 months at $83,331 per month and 6 

months at $91,661 per month 5, 250. 00 

1 temporary clerk, 4 months, at $75 per month, 

clerk, 2 months at $75 per month and 6 months 

at $91,661 per month 1,000.00 

1 clerk, 51 months at $75 per month and 6 months 

at $91,661 per month 997.50 

1 clerk, 31 months and 12 days at $75 per month 

and 6 months at $91,661 per month 842.50 

1 clerk, 31 months and 4 days at $75 per month 

and 6 months at $91,661 per month 822.50 

1 clerk, 3 months at $75 per month and 6 months 

at $91,661 per month 775.00 

1 clerk, 8 months and 7 days, at $91,661 per month.. 754.71 

1 clerk, 31 months and 4 days at $75 per month 

and 41 months at $91,661 per month 685.00 

1 clerk, 4 months, at $91,661 per month 366.67 

5 clerks, 12 months, at $83,331 per month 6,000.00 

1 skilled laborer, 12 months, at $83,331 per month.. 1, 000. 00 

2 clerks, 6 months at $75 per month and 6 months 

at $83,331 per month 1,900.00 

1 temporary clerk, 4 months, at $75 per month, clerk, 

2 months at $75 per month and 6 months at 

$83,331 per month 950.00 

1 temporary clerk, 6 months, at $75 per month, and 

clerk, d months, at $83^1 per month 950. 00 
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Employees — Ck>iitinuecL 

1 temporary clerk, 4^ months, at $75 per month, 

clerk, li months at $75 per month and 6 months 

at $83.33i per month $950.00 

1 clerk, 5 months and 5i days at $75 per month 
and 6 months at $83.33i per month 888. 75 

1 temporary clerk, 11 months and 4 days, at $75 
per month, clerk, 2 months at $75 per month 
and 6 months at $83.83i per month 772. 50 

1 temporary clerk, 1 month and 11 days, at $75 per 
month, clerk, 2 months at $75 per month and 6 
months at $83.33| per month 752.50 

1 clerk, 3 months and 3 days at $75 per month 
and 6 months at $83.33^ per month 732.50 

1 clerk, 14 days at $75 per month and 6 months 
at $83.33i per month 535.00 

1 clerk, 10 days at $75 per month and 6 months 

at $83.33i per month 525.00 

2 clerks, 5 months and 14 days, at $83.33^ per 

month 911. 12 

1 clerk, 5 months and 6 days, at $83.33^ per month. 433. 34 

2 clerks, 5 months, at $83.33^ per month 833.34 

1 clerk, 1 month and 7 days at $75 per month and 

5 months at $83.33^ per month 471. 67 

1 clerk, 7 days at $75 per month and 5 months 

at $83.33i per month 434.17 

1 clerk, 4i months and 4 days, at $83.33^ per 

month 886.11 

1 clerk, li months at $75 per month and 2 months at 

$83.33i per month 279.17 

1 clerk, li months and 10 days, at $83.33i per 

month 152. 78 

1 clerk, 1 month, at $83.33i per month 83.33 

1 clerk, 1 month and 13 days, at $83.33i per month. 77. 78 

1 clerk, 11 days, at $83.33^ per month 30.56 

1 temporary clerk, 2i months, at $75 per month, and 

clerk, 9i months, at $75 per month 900.00 

1 temporary clerk, 6} months, at $75 per month, and 

clerk, 5i months, at $75 per month 900.00 

1 temporary clerk, 2i months, at $75 per month, and 
clerk, 3i months at $60 per month and 6 months 

at $75 per month. 847.50 

2 temporary clerks, 51 months, at $75 per month, 

and clerks, 5 months, at $75 per month 1, 575. 00 

1 temporary clerk, 7 months and 7 days, at $76 per 

month, and clerk, 2 months, at $75 per month 092. 50 

1 skilled laborer, 6 months at $70 per month and 6 

months at $75 per month 870.00 

1 clerk, 8 months and 4 days, at $75 per month 610. 00 

1 clerk, 8 months, at $75 per month 600. 00 

1 clerk, 71 months and 3 days, at $76 per month 570. 00 

1 clerk, 7 months and 7 days, at $75 per month 542. 50 

1 clerk, 51 months and 11 days, at ^TS ^t mwiWi — ^^S^.^Jfe 
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Employees — Ck>ntlnued. 

1 clerk, 51 months and 7 days, at $75 i)er month $430. 00 

1 temporary clerk, 2 months, at $75 per month, and 
clerk, 11 months and 3 days at $75 per month and 

1 month and 14 days at $60 per month 358. 00 

1 clerk, 3 months and 14 days, at $75 per month 260. 00 

1 clerk, 3 months, at $75 per month 225.00 

1 clerk, 21 months and 4 days, at $75 per month 197. 50 

1 clerk, 14 days, at $75 per month 35. 00 

1 clerk, 7 days, at $75 per month.^ 17. 50 

1 clerk, 12 months, at $70 per month 840. 00 

2 messengers, 12 months, at $60 per month 1, 440. 00 

1 watchman, 12 months, at $60 per month 720. 00 

1 skilled laborer, 11 months, at $60 per month 660. 00 

1 messenger boy, 2 months and 9 days, at $40 per 

month, and messenger, 31 months and 6 days at 

$50 per month and months at $60 per month 637. 00 

1 watchman, 101 months and 6 days, at $60 per 

month 642. 00 

1 watchman, 5 months and 12 days, at $60 per 

month 324. 00 

1 watchman, 5 months and 10 days, at $60 per 

month 320. 00 

1 telephone operator, 5 months, at $00 per month 300. 00 

1 watchman, 1 month, at $60 per month 30. 00 

1 classified laborer, 12 months, at $50 per month 600. 00 

1 messenger boy, 6 months at $40 per month and 6 

6 months at $50 per month 540.00 

1 classified laborer, 61 months at $40 per month and 

51 months at $50 per month 535. 00 

1 foreman laborer, 12 months, at $45 per month 540. 00 

1 imskilled laborer, 12 months, at $45 per month 540. 00 

2 messenger boys, 6 months at $40 per month and 6 

months at $45 per month 1,020.00 

5 unskilled laborers, 12 months, at $40 per month 2, 400. 00 

1 temporary unskilled laborer, 12 months* at $40 

per month 480.00 

1 unskilled laborer, 111 months and 8 days, at $40 

per month 470. 67 

1 messenger boy, 12 months, at $35 per month 420. 00 

2 unskilled laborers, 12 months, at $35 per month.. 840. 00 

1 messenger boy, 10 months, at $35 per month 350. 00 

2 messenger boys, 91 months and 12 days, at $35 

per month 693.00 

1 messenger boy, 9 months and 7 days, at $35 

per month 323. 17 

2 messenger boys, 8 months and 12 days, at $35 

per month 588.00 

1 messenger boy, 7 months and 5 days, at $35 

per month 250. 83 

1 messenger boy, 61 months and 3 days, at $35 

per month 231.00 
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Employees — Continued. 

1 messenger boy, 41 months and 11 days, at $35 

per month $170.83 

1 messenger boy, 3 months and 6 days, at $35 

per month 112.00 

1 messenger boy, li months and 8 days, at $35 

per month 61.83 

1 messenger boy, li months, at $35 per month 52.50 

1 temporary unskilled laborer, 80 days, at $1.50 per 

day, and unskilled laborer, 7 months and 11 days, 

at $35 per month 377.83 

1 unskilled laborer, 7 months and 5 days, at $35 

per month 250.83 

1 temporary unskilled laborer, 80 days, at $1.50 

per day, and unskilled laborer, 5 days, at $35 

per month 125. 83 

4 unskilled laborers, 3^ months and 12 days, at $20 

per month 312.00 

1 imskilled laborer, 2^ months and 12 days, at $20 

per month 58.00 

1 unskilled laborer, 2 months and 10 days, at $20 

per month 46.67 

1 unskilled laborer, i month and 13 days, at $20 i)er 

month 18. 67 

1 unskilled laborer, 10 days, at $20 i)er month 0. 67 

1 tenii>orary clerk, 111 months, at $100 per month.. 1, 150. 00 
1 temporary clerk, 41 months and 9 days, at $100 

per month . 480.00 

1 temporary clerk, 6 months and 3 days, at $75 per 

month 457.50 

1 temporary clerk, 1041 days, at $4 per day 418.00 

1 temporary skilled laborer, 66 days, at $1.75 per 

day 115.50 

1 temporary skilled laborer, 61 days, at $1.75 per 

day 106.75 

2 temporary unskilled laborers, 80 days, at $1.50 pel* 

day 240. 00 

1 temporary unskilled laborer, 18 days, at $1.50 per 

day 27.00 

1 temporary unskilled laborer, 17 days, at $1.50 per 

day 25. 50 

1 temi>orary unskilled laborer, 161 days, at $1.50 per 

day 24. 75 

1 special employee, 52 days, at $5 per day, and 252 

days, at $10 per day 2,780.00 

Stenography and typewriting: 

1 day, at $10 per day 10.00 

2 days, at $7 i)er day 14. 00 

2 days, at $4 per day 8.00 

1 hour, at $2 per hour 2.00 

41 hours, at $1 per hour 4.26 



Clerical Force of the Commission for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1907. 



Name. 



Henry C. Adams.. 



Martin 8. Decker. 

Do 

Lewellyn A. Shaver. 

Do 

Jesse M. Smith 

Do 

Patrick J. FarrelL 

Do 

Do 

H.S.Mllstead 

Do 

William H. Connolly . . 

Do 

Luther M. Walter 

Do 

Do. 

John H. Marble. , 

Do. 

Do 

John T. Marchand 

Walter E. Burleigh. ... 

Do 

Qeorge T. Roberta 

Do 

Henry Talbott. 

Samuel W. Briggs , 

Ward Prouty. 

Allen V. Cockrell 

Livingston Vann 

Edward L. Pugh 

Do 

Charles F. Gerry. 

Do 

William McCambridge. 

Do 

John J. McAulifle. 

Do 

Charles D. Drayton ... 

Do. 

Do. 

John S. Burchmore. . . . 
Robert F. McMillan. . . 

Do. 

Robert Q. Batten 

Do. 

Bloom D. Chapman. . . 

Do 



OflSoe. 



Statistician. 

Assistant secretary. . . 

....do 

Solicitor 

....do 

Auditor. 

....do 

Assistant attorney. . . 

do 

Attorney 

Disbursing clerk. 

do 

Chief derk 

do 

Law clerk. 

Assistant attorney. . . 

Attorney 

Confidential clerk. 

Assistant attorney. . . 

Attorney 

Special agent 

Assistant statistician. 

do 

Assistant auditor. 

do..... 

Law derk...! 

....do 

Confidential derk. 

do 

Clerk. 

do 

do 

do 

Confidential derk. 

do 

do 

Official stenographer . 

do 

Clerk. 

do 

Confidential derk. 

do 

Clerk. 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 



Whence appointed. 



Michigan. 

New York 

....do 

Alabama. 

....do 

....do ' 

....do 

Vermont. 

....do 

....do 

Vix^;inia \ 

do 

North Dakota. . . 

do 

Kentucky. 

do 

do - 

California^ 

do 

do 

Pennsylvania 

New Hampshire. 

do 

Vermont. 

.....do 

Illinois. 

Iowa. 

Vermont. 

Missouri 

Florida 

Alabama. 



1 month. I 

6 months. 

..'..do 

do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

3 months 3 days 

2^ months 12 days. . 

6 months 

....do 

....do 

do ^ 

do ! 

3 months 3 days 

2| months 12 days. . 

8 months 

i month 3 days 

2\ months 12 days. . 

6 months 

do 

do 

do I 

....do j 

1 year. 

do ! 

do I 

do ' 

do : 

i 

6 months 

.do do 

Maryland. ' 2\ months 9 days. . . < 

do I 9 months 6 days 

Illinois. I 6 months \ 

do ' do 

District of Columbia. . | 7i months 7 days . . . ' 
do 1 4 months 8 days I 



Time employed. 



Per 
month. 



South Carolina. 

do 

do 

Illinois. 

Indiana. 

do 

Georgia. , 

do 



6 months 

4i months 

1) months 

6 months 3 days. 

6 months 

do 

do 

do 



New York I do. 

do I do. 



1291.661 
250.00 
270.83) 
250.00 
270.83) 
208.33) 
229.16) 
208.33) 
229.16) 
229.16) 
166.66) 
208.33) 
166.66) 
208.33) 
166.66) 
208.33) 
208.33) 
166.66) 
208.33) 
208.33) 
208.33) 
166.66) 
187.50 

100. Ouf 

187.50 

100. OOf 

100. OOf 

166.66) 
166. 66) 

• OOf 

150.00 

100. OOf 

lld».66) 

166.66) 

166.66) 

125.00 

125.00 

166.66) 

108.33) 

133.33) 

166.66) 

166.66) 

133.33) 

150.00 

133.33) 

150.00 

133.33) 

150.00 
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Clerical Fobce of the Ck>MMissioN fob the FisciiL Yeab ending June 80, 1907 — 

Continued. 



Name. 



Office. 



Clerk. 
....do. 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



Qeorge M. Crosland.. . 

Da 

Raymond Loranz 

Do. 

Jack F. Moss 

Do. .'r. 

J. Howard Fishback.. 

Do. 

Alfred Holmead | do 

Do. ' do 

suae H.Smith ' do 

Do '..:.. do 

Do 

Ralph M. HcKenzie . . 

Jacob E. Cornier 

Lawrence B. Johnson 

Daniel M.Wood 

Harry C. Robinson. . . 
Edward M. Oraney ' do 

Do ! do 

Thomas Jackson ' do 

Do ' do 

ErvinC. Bowen ! do 

Do ' do 

William A. King ' do 

Do ' do 

Duncan L. Richmond . . ' do 

Do I do 

Eugene L. Qaddess ' do 

Do ' do 

R.Wirt Washington... I do 

Johns. Walker ' do 

Do ' do 

Montgomery Cumming. ' do 

Do ' do 

Oeoige Q. Houlchan do 

Do ; do 

Leonard E. Scheliberg. .1 do 

Do I do 

Frank C. Stratton ' do 



Special agent. 

....do 

....do 

....do 

Clerk 

....do 



Do 

James L. Murphy . . . 

Harry S. Gamer 

Fred W. Sweney 

J. Fletdier Johnston 

John A. Shearer 

John F. Dwyer 

Michael Ha>8 Perry. 

Joseph Q. Blount 

James C. ^emlson . . . 

Jesse D. Newton 

Bflnry A. Dwight . . . 
James 8. Fitzhugh . . 
B. B.SlsosL 



I 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



Whence appointed. 



South Carolina 

....do 

Iowa. 

do 

MississippL 

do 

District of Columbia. . 

do 

do 

do 

Kentucky 

do 

do 

Wisconsin 

Iowa 

North Carolina 

New York 

Vermont 

New York 

do 

do 

do 

District of Columbia.. 
do 



Time employed. 



6 months 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

5 months 

2} months 7 days. . 
3 months 8 days... 

....do 

2} months 8 days. . 

11 days 

1 year 

....do 

6 months 

....do , 

....do 

....do 

6i months 14 days. 

6 months 

....do 



Per 
month. 



....do 

....do 

....do 

11^ months l^ days 

6 months 

....do 



New York 

I 

do I do 

District of Columbia..! do 

....do 

Virginia 

....do 

....do 

Iowa 

....do 

Georgia do 

do ! do 

Maine ' do 

do do 

Hawaii 

....do 

Kansas 

do 

Louisiana 

Pennsylvania 

Missouri ' 1 month 13 days 

Kentucky I 1 year 

Pennsylvania ! do 

Massachusetts ■ do 

New Jersey I do 

Georgia I do 

Delaware ' do 

Iowa ' do 

do I do 

Texas .L....^^ 

\NobiMkY:^...v \.....^^ 



....do 

do 

....do 

.....do 

11 months 1 day. 
4j^ months 



tl33.33i 
150.00 
133. 33i 
150.00 
133. 33) 
150.00 
125.00 
150.00 
125.00 
150.00 
116.66) 
133.33) 
15a 00 
15a 00 
150.00 
150.00 
133.33) 
133.33) 
125.00 
133.33) 
12&.00 
133.33) 
126.00 
133.33) 
116.66) 
133.33) 
116.66) 
133.33) 
116.66) 
133.33) 
125.00 
116.66) 
12&.00 
116.66) 
125.00 
106.33) 
125.00 
106.33) 
125.00 
106.33) 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
116.66) 
116.66) 
116.66) 
116.66) 
116.66) 
116.66) 
116.66) 
116.661 
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Clerical Force of the Commission for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1907- 

Continued. 



Name. 



Henx7 E. Kondrup. . . 

Do 

RoasD. R]mder 

Do 

James R. Pipes 

Do 

Leroy Stafford Boyd. 

Do 

W.E.Baker 

Do 

Frank M. Young 

Silas C. Robb 

James H. Dorman, jr . 
John M. Qitterman. . . 

John H. Nelson 

John H. Clipper 

Robert E. Lewis 

Edward B. Blizzard . 

Louis W. Perkins 

George O. Boal 

J. J. Lewis 

Hart P. Grigsby 

Archibald H. Davis.. 

Charles H. Young 

Samuel D. Sterne . . ! . 
Zeb. Vance Harris . . . 

George I. Thomas 

John C. C. Patterson 

William F. Craig 

William C. Swain 

Charles S. Rockwood 
John H. Anderson . . . 
Carlton R. Willett . . . 

Pearson F. Marsh 

JohnH. Tilton 

Walter W. Scott 

Do 

George Stevens 

Do 

Lorin C. Nelson 

Do 

Wilbur H. Peter 

Do 

Herman Fester 

Do 

A. M. Hartsfleld 

Do 

Fn>derlck P. Russell. 
William R. England . 
Eugene K. Guilford.. 
Bsnnet C. Taliaferro. 
Arthur F. Rudolph . . 

W, J. Le&terBlB 

Andrew Venluun 



Office. 



Clerk.. 
....do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 



Official stenographer . 

Clerk 

do 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do, 
.do. 
.do, 
.do, 
.do, 
do. 



Whence appointed. 



Time employed. 



1 year. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 

do. 



District of Columbia. 

....do 

Pennsylvania 

do 

West Virginia 

do 

Louisiana 

do 

Iowa 

.....do 

Pennsylvania 

Kansas .^. 

Kentucky 

New York 

Virginia 

Maryland 

District of Columbia . 

West Virginia 

Louisiana 

Pennsylvania 

Colorado 

Kentucky 

North Carolina 

Missouri 

Iowa 

North Carolina ' do 

Georgia I do 

Maryland | do 

Pennsylvania do 

District of Columbia do 

Massachusetts ' do 

Indiana do 

Texas I do 

Ohio 

New Jersey 

Virginia 

do 

Colorado 

do 

North Dakota 

do 

Tennessee 

do 

Kentucky 

do 

Georgia 

do 

Massachusetts 

Virginia 

District of Columbia 

Tennessee 

South Dakota 

District of Columbia 
Florida 



6 months 

....do 

....do 

....do 

5| months 13 days . . 

6 months 

8^ months 

3^ months 

6 months 

....do 

9 months 

8 months 14 days . . . 

3 months 3 days 

2^ months 

25 days 

6 days 



Per 
month. 



....do 

11^ months 14} days. 

6 months 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

do 

....do 

....do 

8i months 

7 months 

6| months 1 day . . , 

1 year 

....do 

do 

do 



1108. dSi 
116.6^ 
106.331 
116.6^ 
106.331 
116.661 
100.00 
116.661 
9L66} 
116.66} 
116.66} 
116.6^ 
116.66} 
116.66} 
116.66^ 
116.66} 
106.33} 
108.33} 
108.33} 
106.33} 
108.33} 
108.33} 
106.33} 
106.33} 
106.33} 
106.33} 
106.33} 
108.33} 
108.33} 
108.33} 
106.33} 
108.33} 
108.33} 
108.33} 
106.33} 
100.00 
108.33} 
100.00 
106.33} 
100.00 
108.33} 
100.00 
108.33} 
100.00 
106.33} 
91.66} 
106.33} 
108.33} 
106.33} 
108.33} 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
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Clerical Force of the Ck>MMi88iON for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1907 — 

Ck>ntinaed. 



Name. 



Office. 



Clerk. . 
....do. 



do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 



Richard F. DeLaoy . . . 

James H. Lewis 

JohnC. L^ger 

George A. Petteys 

J. Chester Wllfong .... 
William S. Hardesty. . 

John B. Lybrook 

Henry J. Conyngton . . 

l)o 

Clare R. Hughes 

Do 

Robert S. Plerson 

Do 

Warren H. Wagner . . . 

Do 

J. Ward Elcher 

Do 

Nelson B. BeU 

Do 

Hampton W. Riley. . . . 

Do 

Harry H. Little 

Do 

Thad. E. Ragsdale 

Do 

Do 

Archibald H. Morrow. . 

Do 

John S. Copeland ' do. 

Robert R. Brott ' do. 

....do. 
....do. 



Whence appointed. Time employed. 



New York 

District of Columbia 

Mississippi 

Illinois 

Maryland 

Indiana 

Virginia 

Texas 

do 



1 year 

do 

do 

do 

do 

11| months 11 days . 
Hi months 6 days . . 

6 months 

do 



Per 
month. 



do. r Indian Territory . 

do do 

do Hawaii 

do do 

do Pennsylvania . . . 



do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 
do 



.do... 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



do 6^ months 

do 5i months 

Porto Rico 6 months..... 

do do 

do do 

do '. do 

do ! Indian Territory do 

do ' do do 

do ' Pennsylvania 4 months 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



.do 2 months. 



Do 

Daniel L. Ferdon 

Fontaine L. Carswell...' do. 

Charles F. Yauch do. 

Jean Paul Muller do. 

J. C. Harraman do. 

John J. Crowley do. 

Bpenoer E. Burk do. 

Frands C. Wallace do. 

C. R. Marshall do. 

J.H.NaU ! do. 

J. E. Baker I do. 

Richard V. Pitt ' do. 

John J. Quill do. 

J. E. Kldwell do. 

Calvin A. Mathes do. 

William A. Cox do. 

T. Wingfleld Bullock do. 

Laurenoe J. McGee ' do. 

WUlIam O. Wllllge do. 

William J. Davis do. 



Chaitos F. Fuller. 
Do 



.do. 
.do. 



do 6 months 

Oregon 5 months 14 days. .. 

do 6 months 

Arkansas 9 months 6 days.... 

District of Columbia. . 3 months 

do 6 months 

New Jersey 4^ months 5 days. .. 

Qeoigia 3 months 14 days... 

Ohio 3 months 6 days 

Maryland 2} months 10 days . . 

Ohio 2i months 8 days. .. 

Colorado 2^ months 6 days. . . 

Illinois 2i months 1 day 

Georgia do 

District of Columbia . 2| months 

Geoigia 2 months 8 days 

Wisconsin 1 month 11 days 

Virginia 1 month 

Indiana } month 13 days.... 

Virginia 14 days 

Tennessee 1 year 

do '..do 



.do. 



Kentucky 

Maryland ' do 

District of Columbia. .' do 

do I 11| months 12| days. 

New York | 6 months 

do .1 A^ 



1100.00 
100.00 

loaoo 
loaoo 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

9L66i 
100.00 

91.661 
100.00 

91.661 

loaoo 

9L66i 
100.00 

91.661 
100.00 

83.331 
100.00 

83.331 
100.00 

83.331 
100.00 

75.00 

83.3d| 

loaoo 

83.331 
100.00 

loaoo 

83.331 

loaoo 
loaoo 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

loaoo 

9L66i 
91.661 
91.66] 
91.66] 
91.66] 
91.66] 
83.33i 



174 BEPOBT OF THE UTTEBSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. 



Clerical Force of the Commission foe the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1907- 

Continued. 



Name. 



Alvln 8. CaUahan 

Do 

Walter A. MoMiUan.... 

Do 

WiUiamT. Parrott.... 

Do 

Paul E. Huettner 

Do 

Robert 11. Turner 

Do 

Do 

Quirlea M. BardweU. . . . 

Do 

George V. Loverlng 

Do 

Prank W. White 

Do 

John C. Dyer 

Do 

Abram P. Worthincrton. 
Ernest E. Briscoe 

Do 

Eugene Merrltt 

C. W. KendaU 

Charles F. Ford 

IraB. Conkling 

George B. Edwards 

Claude E. Koss 

William P. Bartel 

Frank E. Watson, jr. . . 

Do 

Edward Dillon 

Do 

Ralph Koontz 

Do 

Do 

James 8. Pa3me 

Do 

Do 

Stacy H. Myers 

Do 

Joseph 8. Moss 

Do 

Shirley N. MiUs 

Do 

Do 

Edwin C. Blanchard 

Do 

Do 

James H. Anderson . .. . 

Do 

BenryJ. WoUr 

Do 



OlBoe. 



Clerk.. 
do. 



do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Temporary clerk . 

do 

Clerk 

do 



do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Skilled laborer. 

Clerk 

.do 



-do 

....do 

do 

do 

....do 

do 

Temporary clerk . 

Clerk 

....do 

Temporary clerk. 

Clerk 

do 

Temporary derk . 

Clerk 

....do 

do 

Temporary derk . 

Clerk 

....do 

Temporary derk . 

aerk 

do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 



Whence appointed. 



Time employed. 



Texas 

do 

South Carolina 

do 

Geoigia 

do 

Tennessee 

do 

Virginia 

do 

do 

Minnesota 

do 

Massachusetts 

do 

Illinois 

do 

Ohio 

do 

do 

Montana 

do 

New York 

Colorado 

New York 

Missouri 

Porto Rico 

District of Columbia 

Wisconsin 

do 

do 

California 

do 

Ohio 

do 

do 

District of Columbia 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Vermont 

....do 

Minnesota 

....do 

do 

Virginia 

do 

....do 

Idaho 

do 

New York 

....do 



Per 
month. 



6 months 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

4 months 

2 months 

6 months 

6} months 14 days. . 

6 months 

3i months 12 days. . 

6 months 

3i months 4 days. . . 
6 months 

3 months 

6 months 

8 months 7 days 

3) months 4 days . . . 
4| months 

4 months 

lyear 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

6 months 

do 

do 

do 

4 months 

2 months 

6 months 

4} months 

1| months 

6 months 

do 

do 

5 months 6} days. . . 

6 months 

1| months 4 days. . . I 
2 months 

6months ! 

I 

1 month 11 days 

2 months ! 

6 months ! 

8 months 3 days. . . 

6 months 

14 days 

ttmonths 



ssaasi 

91.66} 

83.33) 

dL66} 

83.331 

91.661 

83.331 

91.661 

75.00 

75.00 

9L66i 

75.00 

91.661 

75uOO 

91.661 

75 00 

91.661 

75.00 

91.66i 

91.661 

75.00 

91.66} 

91.66} 

83.33i 

83.33} 

83.33} 

83.33} 

83.33} 

83.33} 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

75.00 

83 33} 

75.00 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

83.33} 

75.00 

83.33} 
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Clerical Force op the Commission por the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1907 — 

Continued. 



Name. 



Homer R . Mc Anelly — Clerk . . 

Do do, 

Frederick R. Eddy do. 

Isidore J. Shtilte do. 

A. V. Swanberg do . 

I. P. Henderson do. 

George H. Koon | do, 

Charles A. Heiss I do. 

Conrad W. Pfrimmer. ..' do. 



OfEloe. 



Do. 



.do. 



....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

Temporary clerk. 

aerk 

Temporary clerk . 

Clerk 

Temporary clerk . 

Clerk 

....do 

Temporary clerk . 

Clerk 

Temporary clerk . 

aerk 

Temporary clerk 
Clerk 



Frederick F. Ring ! do 

Do 

John E. Holliday 

Do 

Samuel D. Schindler. . 

Ulysses Butler 

Herbert W . Archer . . . 
Morris W. Knowlton. 
FaulL. Hallam 

Do 

Richard G. Taylor. . . 

Do 

Edgar M.Ebert 

Do 

Do 

Ollie M. Butler 

Do 

Robert 8. Campbell. . 

Do 

Edward F. Linkins . . 

Do 

Charles F. Forsyth [ Skilled laborer . . 

Do ' do 

Daniel J. Brown ■ Clerk 

George E. Richards do 

Lawrence A. Pyle do 

Earl W. Wiseman do 

Wilbur Jarvis do 

Gilbert I. Jackson do 

Henry A. Works Temporary clerk 

Do Clerk 

Do do 

Monroe C. List do 

Morris H. Konigsberg..! do 

Ferdinand D. Davison 

David 8. Cowan 

John J. Hickey 

M. D. L. Harden 

Frank M.HaU 

John A. Lawless 

Daniel W. Moore 

MarahaU T. Hyer 

24274--08 12 



do 

do 

do 

do 

Messenger 

do 

Watchman 

Skilled laborer. 



Whence appointed. 



Missouri 

....do 

New York 

Wisconsin 

Montana 

Georgia 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania 

Indiana 

do 

Massachusetts 

do 

Illinois 

do 

District of Columbia. . 

Pennsylvania 

New York 

Porto Rico 

Michigan 

do 

Minnesota 

do 

District of Columbia. . 

....do 

....do 

Texas 

....do 

North Carolina 

....do 

VirginU 

....do 

Iowa 

do 

North Carolina 

Texas 

Maryl^d 

Texas 

Hawaii 

New York 

do 

do 

do 

West Virginia 

Georgia 

Virguiia 

South Carolina 

New York 

Kansas 

Pennsylvania 

District of Columbia.. 

Alabama 

Illinois 



Time employed. 



Per 
month. 



10 days 

6 months 

5 months 14 days. . . 
do 

6 months 6 days 

5 months 

....do 

4i months 4 days. . . 

1 month 7 days 

5 months 

7 days 

6 months 

1} months 

2 months 

1} months 10 days. . 
1 month 

1 month 13 days 

11 days 

2| months 

Oi months 

6) months 

6} months 

2| months 

3} months 

6 months 

6| months 

5 months 

6} months 

6 months 

7 months 7 days 

2 months 

6 months 

do 

8 months 4 days 

8 months 

7| months 3 days . 

7 months 7 days 

5i months 11 days.. 
5i months 7 days. . . 

2 months 

1 month 14 days 

1} months 3 days. . . 

3 months 14 days. . . 

3 months 

2| months 4 days . . . 

14 days 

7 days 

I year 

do 

do 

do 

II months 



175.00 
83.33i 
83.33i 
83.33i 
83.33) 
83.33} 
83.33) 
83.33) 
75.00 
83.33) 
75.00 
83.33) 
75.00 
83.33) 
83.33) 
83.33) 
83.33) 
83.33) 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
60.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
70.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
60.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
75.00 
70.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
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Clebigal Force of the Ck>MMi88ioN fob the Fiscal Yeab ending June 30, 1907- 

Ck)ntinued. 



Name. 



John B. Swltzer 

Do 

Do '... 

Joshua A. Harmon 

William T. Conray 

Henry Lavery 

E. F. Hayward 

William R. Housholder 
Thomas H. Robinson. . 
Charles T. Ck)tterm. . . . 

Do 

George T.Ward 

Do , 

Henry Cissel 

James A. Dove 

William R. Brennan . . 

Do 

Edgar Bittlnger ' do 

Do do 



Office. 



Messenger boy 

Messenger 

....do 

Watchman 

....do 

....do 

Telephone operator. 

Watchman 

Laborer 

Messenger boy 

....do 

Laborer 

....do 

Foreman laborer 

Unskilled laborer 

Messenger boy 

....do 



Whence appointed. 



Cary A. Johnson 

Robert H. Wilkinson 
Charles H. Fennell... 
Todd Mozee 



Unskilled laborer. 

do 

do 

do 



Daniel E . Brewer ' do 

Franklin E. Dove Temporary unskilled 

laborer. 



Unskilled laborer. 
Messenger ]>oy. . . 
Unskilled laborer. 

do. 
Messenger boy. 

.do. 



Nelson Arnold 

Harry J. Bamholt 

Frank A. Fisher 

Frederick Dockett 

James P. O'Connor. . . 

WiUiamJ.Cady 

Leon D. Lamb' I do 

Cjrril J. Stormont do 

Raymond R. Cheshire do 

William A. Kane I do 

Harold A. Kluge j do 

Stanley R. De Pue ' do 

Joseph A. Connolly do 

George McCauley do 

Edward L. Cooley do 

George H. Peniston, Jr.: do 

Rollie Gooden '■ Unskilled laborer. 



Time employed. 



2 months 9 days 

3i months 6 days. . 

6 months , 

10} months 6 days. 
5 months 12 days.. 
5 months 10 days. . 

5 months 

§ month 



West Virginia 

do 

do 

Mississippi 

District of Columbia.. 

Ohio 

District of Columbia.. 

Pennsylvania 

District of Columbia . I 1 year . . . 

Michigan i 6 months. 

do 1 do 

District of Columbia.: 6i months 

do I 5} months 

do I 1 year 

do ; do 

Wisconsin 6 months. 

do ! do.... 



do. 
do. 



Pennsylvania 

do 

District of Columbia.] 1 year 

do j do 

North Carolina do 

Illinois L.;..do 

Indiana j do 

District of Columbia. do 



Daniel W. Brooks. 



Do 

Charles PhiUip Willis. 



Per 
month. 



North Carolina ' 11 J months 8 days . . 

Pennsylvania 1 year 

District of Columbia do 

— do do 

. . . .do 10 months 

Kentucky ' 9i months 12 days. . 

Ohio do 

District of Columbia. 9 months 7 days 

Georgia 8 months 12 days . . . 

New Jersey do 

■ I 

Pennsylvania ' 7 months 5 days ! 

do ' 6J months 3 days . . . ■ 

New York 4} months 11 days. . I 

Kentucky : 3 months 6 days | 

New York 1§ months 8 days. . . 

Alabama 1§ months 

Virginia 7 months 5 days... 

District of Columbia. 80 days 



Temporary unskilled 
I laborer. 
Do Unskilled laborei 

Sarah E. Bowie do 

I 

Sarah G. Hicks ' do 

I 

Julia Washington ' do 



Temporary unskilled 
laborer. i 

Unskilled laborer do 7 months 11 days. 

do 80 days 



.ip 



do 5 days 

do ^ months 12 days. . 

do do 

Virginia do 



t40.00 
50.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
60.00 
40.00 
fi0.00 
40.00 
50.00 
45.00 
45.00 
40.00 
45.00 
40.00 
45.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 

40.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00- 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
35.00 
.d. 1.50 

35.00 
d. 1.50 

35.00 
20.00 
20.00 
20.00 
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Clerical Force of the Commission fob the Fiscal Teab ending June 30, 1907 — 

Continued. 



Name. 



Office. 



Whence appointed. 



Time employed. 



Mamie Slmington Unskilied laborer 

Lillian P. Wiley do.. 

Frances McGaha do . . .> 

Laura V. Brooklyn do 

Queen V. Coalman ! do 

W. C. Sanford I Temporary derk. 

Bronte A. Reynolds do 

Sacks Bricker do 

6. L. Lupton do 

William J. Meyers Special employee ... . 

Do do 

Thomas Hall Temporary unskilled 

laborer. 

Edward D. George do 

George H. Levria. Temporary skilled la- 
borer. 

James A. Benson. do 

Robert Andrews Temporary unskilled 

laborer. 

John A. Hamilton do 

George Colbert do 



Virginia 

District of Columbia. 

Mississippi 

Maryland 

do 

Michigan 

lUinois 

District of Columbia. 

Virginia 

Colorado 

do 

Maryland 



North Carolina 

District of Columbia. 



.do. 
.do. 



Inspector derk. 
....do 



Wilfred P. Borland. . . . 

Do 

J.W.Watson Inspector 

Frank C. Smith do... 

Richard R. Cullinane do... 

W.R.Wright ! do... 

H. K. Swasey i do... 

James E. Jones ' do. . . 

James J. Coutts do. . . 

C.F.Merrill do... 

George E. Starbird do. . . 

James A. Lawson do... 

John F. Ensign. do... 

J. H. Stricklan ....do... 

Burt C.Craig do... 

Austin F. Duffy do... 

George B. Winter......' do... 

ElbridgeL. Gibbs do... 

Henry Kirch do... 

Hiram W. Belnap . .• do . . . 

Albert H. Hawley ' do... 

Richmond F. Bingham . Clerk 

Do do... 

Ulysses Butler do. . . 

John M. Gitterman do. . . 

Do do... 

Morris H. Konigsberg..' do... 

Monroe C. List ' do... 



....do 

....do 

Washington 

do 

New York 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Massachusetts. 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Wisconsin 

Illinois 

Texas 

Colorado 

Minnesota. ^ 

New York 

Pennsjdvania. 

Utah do 

Texas do 

New Mexico do 

lUinois 

New York 

New Hampshire 

do do 

Pennsylvania. i 11 months 

New York , 7 months 24 days. . . 

do 1 month 

Georgia 9 months 

West Virginia < 1| months 13^ d^ys. 



3^ months 12 days. 
2} months 12 days. 
2 months 10 days . . 
i month 13 days... 

10 days 

11| months 

4^ months 9 days. . 
6 months 3 days. . . 

104idays 

£2 days 

252 days 

^K# Utt jTB ••••••*••••« 



Per 
month. 



do.. 

66 days. 

61 days. 
18 days. 

17 days. 



120.00 
20.00 
20.00 
20.00 
20.00 
100.00 
100.00 
75.00 
. p.d. 4.00 
. p.d. 5.00 
. p.d.10.00 
.'p.d- I'M 

. p.d. 1.50 
. p.d. 1.75 



.. p.d. 1.75 
.. p.d. 1.50 



p.d. 1.50 
16idays p.d. 1.50 



6 months. 

do... 

1 year 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 

do... 



125.00 
150.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 
125.00 



11 months 19 days. . 
11 months 9 days. . . 

6 months | 108.33} 

125.00 

100.00 

100.00 

116.66} 

75.00 

75.00 
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List of Persons Employed by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 

December 1, 1907. 



Name. 



Lewellyn A. Shaver. . 

Patrick J. FarreU 

Jesse M. Smith 

WiUiam H. ComioUy, 
Luther M. Walter.... 

John H. Marble 

II. S. Milstead 

Walter E. Burleigh. . 
George T. Roberts... 
Albion L. Headburg. 

George N. Brown 

George S. Sesrmour . . 

Clifton F. Balch 

William P. Bh-d 

William E.Lamb.... 
James Edgar Smith.. 

Frank Lyon 

Charles D. Drayton.. 
J. Howard Fishback. 

Henry Talbott 

Samuel W. Briggs 

Ward Prouty 

Allen V. Cockrell 

Livingston Vann 

Charles F. Gerry 

John S. Burchmore.. 

Edward L. Pugh 

John J. McAulifle 

Raymond Loranz 

C. V. Conover 

Robert F. McMillan.. 

Robert G. Batten 

Bloom D. Chapman.. 



Office. 



Solicitor 

Attorney 

Auditor 

Chief clerk 

Attorney 

....do 

Disbursing clerk 

Assistant statistician.. 

Assistant auditor 

Special examiner 

Attorney 

Special examiner 

....do 

....do 

Attorney 

....do 

....do 

....do 

Chief of division 

Law clerk 

....do 

Confidential clerk. 

....do 

Clerk 

Confidential clerk 

....do 

Clerk 

Official stenographer. . 

Clerk. 

Special examiner 

Clerk 

....do 

....do 

....do 



Whence appointed. 



Salary 
per an- 
num. 



George M. Crosland 

Jack F. Moss do 

Alfred Hohncad do 

Silas II. Smith j Special agent 

Ralph M. McKenzie ' do 

Lawrence B. Johnson ' do 

Daniel M. Wood I Clerk 

Thomas Jackson ' do 

Duncan L. Richmond do 

Albert II. Lossow ' Assistant attorney 



W. C. Sanford 

S. L. Lupton 

Frank H. Dixon 

D. E. Brown 

R. U. Snead 

Allan P. Matthew 

Fred W. Sweney 

Harry C. Robinson ' do 

Edward M. Graney i do 

Ervin C. Bowen do 

Wmiam A. King. \ do 



Special examiner.. 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

Confidential clerk. 
Clerk. 



Alabama , 

Vermont 

Alabama 

North Dakota 

Kentucky 

California 

Virginia 

New Hampshire .'. 

Vermont 

Illinois , 

....do 

New York 

Illinois 

New York 

Iowa 

District of Columbia. 

Virginia 

South Carolina 

District of Columbia. 

Illinois 

Iowa , 

Vermont 

Missouri , 

Florida 

Maryland 

lUinois 

Alabama 

District of Columbia. 

Iowa 

Michigan. 

Indiana 

Georgia 

New York 

South Carolina 

Mississippi 

District of Columbia. 

Kentucky 

Wisconsin 

North Carolina 

New York 

do 

District of Columbia. 

Minnesota 

Michigan. 

Virginia 

New Hampshire 

New York 

Colorado 

California 

Missouri 

Vermont 

New York 

District Ok Columbia. 
New York 



$3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
o 

2 
2 
2 

9 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
o 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 



1 



500.00 
000.00 
750.00 
750.00 
750.00 
750.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
500.00 
250.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
KOO.OO 
SOO.OO 
8(X).00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
800.00 
SOO.OO 
800.00 
800.00 
(-.00.00 
(00. 00 
600.00 
600.00 
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List op Persons Employed by the Inttbrstatb Commerce Commission, 

December 1, 1907 — Continued. 



Name 



Eugene L. Oaddess. . . . 
William McCambridge. 

Johns. Walker 

Leonard E. Schellberg. 

Frank C. Stratton 

Ross D. Rynder 

R.Wirt Washington... 

James L. Murphy 

Montgomery Gumming. 

George Q. Houlehan 

Richmond F. Bingham. 

Harry 8. Gamer 

James C. Jemison 

J. Fletcher Johnston 

John A. Shearer 

John F. Dwyer 

Michael Hays Perry 

Joseph G. Blount , 

Jesse D. Newton , 

Henry A. D wight , 

James 8. Fitzhugh 

Henry E. Kondrup 

James R. Pipes , 

Leroy Stafford Boyd. . . 
James H. Dorman, Jr. . . 

John M. Gitterman 

John H. Nelson 

Robert E. Lewis 

Edward B. Blizzard 

JohnH. TUton 

George O. Boal 

Samuel D. Sterne 

John C. C. Patterson. . . 
Charles 8. Rockwood. . . 

Carlton R. Willett 

Pearson F. Marsh. 

George Stevens 

Lorin C. Nelson. 

I. P. Henderson 

J. Newton Baker 

Louis W. Perkins 

Hart P. Grigsby 

Archibald H. DaviB 

Charles II. Young 

Zeb. Vance Harris 

George I. Thomas 

WlUlam F.Craig 

William C. Swain 

John H. Anderson 

Eugene K. Guilford 

Frederick P. Russell 

Walter W. Scott 

Wilbur H. Peter 

Herman Fdter. 

A. M. Uartsfleld 



Office. 



Confidential derk. , 

do 

Clerk 

do 



..do, 
..do. 
..do. 
..do. 
..do, 
..do. 
..do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do, 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.-do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.(I: 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



Whence appointed. 



■\ 



Virginia 

Illinois 

Iowa. 

Hawaii 

Kansas 

Pennsylvania 

Virginia 

Louisiana 

Georgia 

Maine 

New Hampshire 

Pennsylvania. 

Delaware 

Kentucky 

Pennsylvania. 

Massachusetts. 

New Jersey 

Georgia. 

Iowa 

do 

Texas. 

District of Columbia. 

West Virginia 

Louisiana 

Kentucky 

New York 

Virginia 

District of Columbia. 

West Virginia 

New Jersey 

Pennsylvania. 

Iowa 

Maryland 

Massachusetts. 

Texas. 

Ohio 

Colorado 

North Dakota 

Georgia 

Pennsylvania 

Louisiana 

Kentucky 

North Carolina 

Missouri 

North Carolina 

Georgia , 

Pennsylvania , 

District of Columbia. 

Indiana 

District of Columbia. 

Massachusetts 

Virginia 

Tenneaaee 

TSj?Tv\.\ss5t:5 



Salary 
per an- 
num. 



.do N QteoTi^ 



$1,600.00 
1,600.00 
1,600.00 
1,600.00 
1,600.00 
1,600.00 
1,500.00 
l,fi00.00 
l,fi00.00 
1,500.00 
1,500.00 
1,500.00 
1,500.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1.400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,^00.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1.400.00 
1.400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,400.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
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List of persons employed by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 

December 1, 1907 — Continued. 



Name. 



James H. Lewis 

John C. lAger 

George A. Petteys 

J. Chester Wilfong 

Warren H. Wagner 

Archibald n. Morrow 

Harry U. Little 

J. Ward Eicher 

John B. Lybrook 

Bennet C. Taliaferro 

Arthur F. Rudolph 

William S. Hardesty 

W.J. Lester Sis 

Andrew Denham 

• 

Richard F. De Lacy 

Henry J. Conyngton 

Clare R. Hughes 

Robert S. Pierson 

Nelson B. Bell 

Hampton W. Riley , 

Robert R. Brott 

Thad. E. Ragsdale 

Daniel L. Ferdon 

Charles F. Yauch 

Jean Paul Mulier 

J. C. llarraman , 

John J. Crowley , 

Spencer E. Burk , 

C. R. Marshall 

J.n.NaU 

J. E. Baker , 

Richard V. Pitt 

John J. Quill 

J. E. KidweU 

William A. Cox 

Abram P. Worthington 

William J. Da\i8 

William G. WiUige 

Charles F. FuUer 

Walter A. McMlUan 

William T. Parrott 

Paul E. Huettncr 

Charles M, Bardwoll 

Qeoige V. Lovering 

Frank W. White 

John C. Dyer 

Ira B. Conkling 

Joseph S. Moss 

Edward Dillon 

James II. Andersen 

Henry J. Wolff 

Homer H. McAnelly do 

A. V. Swanbeig do 

Oeoige H. Koon ' do 

Jabn E. HoUiday / do 



Office. 



Whence appointed. 



Clerk . 
....do. 



do. 
.do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 
do. 



District of Columbia. 

Mississippi 

Illinois 

Maryland 

Pennsylvania 

Oregon 

Indian Territory 

Pennsylvania 

Virginia 

Tennessee 

South Dakota 

Indiana 

District of Columbia. 

Florida 

New York 

Texas 

Indian Territory 

Hawaii 

Porto Rico 

do 

District of Columbia . 

Pennsylvania 

New Jersey 

Ohio 

Maryland 

Ohio 

Colorado 

Illinois 

District of Columbia. 

Georgia 

Wisconsinn 

Virginia 

Indiana 

Virginia 

Tennessee 

Ohio 

District of Columbia . 

do 

New York 

South Carolina 

Goorgirf 

Tennessee 

Minnesota 

Massachusetts 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Missouri 

Vermont 

California 

Idaho 

New York 

Illinois 

Montana 

Ohio 

iVUnoVs 



Salary 

peran- 

nazn. 



SI, 300. 00 
,300.00 

aoaoo 

,300.00 
,300.00 
,300.00 
,300.00 
,300.00 
,200.00 

,2oaoo 

,200.00 

,2oaoo 
,2oaoo 
,2oaoo 

,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 

,2oaoo 

,200.00 

,2oaoo 

,200.00 

,2oaoo 
,2oaoo 

,200.00 

,2oaoo 

,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
,200.00 
200.00 
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Name. 


Offloe. 


w.™.„.^«. 


S 


D Tidfl C ma 


Clerk 


South Carolina 


•I 200 00 


























Howurd C. nopion 


do 

do 
































do 














AMlatuit •ttoniey 










Dijlrictol Columbia 




















do 














do 




















T WiBjrflold fluUock 






































CeontaB Edwards 




































North Csrollna 


























do 








AlabBina 










i.ooaoo 












Dlitrlct of CohimUa 

Ohio 




















BtmTli.Mj-eni..._ 

Fmdoriek R. Eddy 


do 


District otColnmbU 

Ne^York 








FrudBrtuk F. Ring 


do 


UauschuaetM 
























do 






OeorgB E. Ricliiirde 












1 €00.00 






Iowa 

Hawaii 










Hlobard 0. Taylor 

OlUeU.natla: 


.o;::;;;;;:;:;;;::;;;: 




\te»i» 


>.-'«* 
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List of Persons Employed by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 

December 1, 1907 — Continued. 



Name. 



Office. 



Edward F. LInkina Clerk.. 

Henry A. Works do. 

John W. Davie do. 

John T. Money ' do. 

Gordon Payne do. 

Scth Bohmanson do . 

....do, 
....do. 



Ernest M. Corey 

Thomas A. GIllls 

John J. Gauss | do. 

Paul L. Ilallam j do. 

Lawrence A. Pyle : do. 

Edgar M. Ebert do, 

Gilbert I. Jackson do. 

Morris IT. Konigsberg ' do . 

Monroe C. List I do. 

John A. Lawless | do. 

Marshall T. Ilyer Skilled laborer. 

M. D. L. Harden 

Frank M. Hall 

John B. Switzer 

Daniel W. Moore 

William T. Conray 

Wesley S. Porter 

Frank J. Spellman 

Ulysses G. Thompson 

Clarence O. L. Garrett 

E. F. Hay ward 

Edgar Bittinger 

Joseph J. Harvey 

Thomas II. Robinson 

Charles E. CotteriU 

Stanley R. DePue 

George T. Ward 

James A. Dove 

William R. Brennan 

Cyril J. Stormont 

Ilenry Cissel 



Whence appointed. 



Clerk 

Messenger 

do 

Watchman 

do 

do 

do 

do 

do 

Telephone operator. 

Messenger 

Skilled laborer 

Laborer 

Messenger boy 

do 

Laborer 

Unskilled laborer. . . 

Messenger 

....do....: 

Foreman laborer. . . 



Cary A. Johnson j Unskilled laborer 



Todd Mozee do. 



Harry J. Bamholt ' Messenger boy, 

James P. O'Connor do 

William J. Cady ' do 

Leon D. Lamb ' do 

Raymond R. Cheshire do 

William A. Kane do 

t 

Harold A. Kluge do 

Joseph A. Connolly do 

George McCauley ' do 

Edward L. Cooley ■ do 

George H. Penlston, jr ] do 

Harvey Howard i do 

J ouvenal Fiedler ' do 

Thomas Miller ■ do 

MBckMyera I do 

Francis H. Espejr. / do 



Virginia , 

New York 

Kentucky 

Virginia 

Nevada 

California 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

Missouri 

Michigan 

Maryland 

District of Columbia. 

New York 

Georgia 

West Vfa^nia 

District of Columbia. 

Illinois 

Kansas 

Pennsylvania 

West Virginia 

Alabama 

District of Columbia. 

Mississippi 

Louisiana 

Alabama 

Mississippi 

District of Columbia, 

Pennsylvania 

District of Columbia. 

do 

Michigan 

Pennsylvania 

District of Columbia, 

do 

Wisconsin 

District of Columbia. 

do 

do 

lUinois 

Pennsylvania 

District of Columbia, 

Kentucky 

Ohio 

Georgia 

New Jersey 

Pennsylvania 

New York 

Kentucky 

New York 

Alabama 

New Jersey 

Maryland 

do 

Virglnte 

■^•TV»»«^ , 



Salary 
per an- 
num. 



$1,000.00 
1,000.00 
1,000.00 
1,000.00 
1,000.00 
1,000.00 
1,000.00 
1,000.00 

i,ooaoo 
9oaoo 

900.00 
900.00 

9oaoo 

900.00 
900.00 
900.00 
900.00 
840.00 
720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
, 720.00 
720.00 
720.00 
660.00 
660.00 
660.00 
»)0.00 
600.00 
600.00 
600.00 
540.00 
540.00 
540.00 
480.00 
480.00 
480.00 
480.00 
480.00 
480.00 
480.00 
420.00 
420.00 
420. OU 
420.00 
420.00 
420.00 
420.00 
420.00 
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List op Persons Emplotbd by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 

December 1, 1907 — Continued. 



Name. 



Walker M. Bransom. . 
Kenneth E. Duffin. . . . 

Philip W.nuck 

Joseph L. Ramsay 

Lester L. Eppard 

Claire C. McMullen. . . 
George E. Proudley. . 
Wheeler A. Wilson. . . 
Robert II. WUWnson. 

Nelson Arnold 

Daniel E«Brewer 

Franklin E. Dove 

Frank A. Fisher 

Frederick Dockett 

Daniel W. Brooks 

Rollie Gooden 

Robert E. Hunter 

Walter C. Bloimt 

William Bockley 

Sarah E. Bowie 

Sarah G. Hicks 

Julia Washington 

Mamie Slmlngton 

Lillian P. WUey 

Mary Watson 

W. A. Ryan 

James E. Johnson 

Joel M. Jones 



Office. 



Messenger boy. 
do 



....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

....do 

Unskilled laborer. 
....do 



.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do, 
.do. 
.do. 
.do, 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 
.do. 



Temporary special agent. . 
Temporary imskilied laborer 
do 



Harry T. Shields ! do 



.do. 



James Smith 

Wilfred P. Borland 

J . W. Watson 

Frank C. Smith 

Albert H. Hawley 

Richard R. Cnlllnane I do 

W . R . W r i gh t I do 

H. K. Swasey " do 

James E. Jones ' do 

James J. Coutts do 

C. F. Merrill do 

Hiram W. Bolnap ' do 

George E. Starbird ' do 

James A. Lawson do 



....do 

Inspector clerk, 

Insi)ector 

....do 



John F. Ensign 

J. U. Strlcklan 

Burt C.Craig 

Austin F. Duffy 

George B. Winter. . . . 
ElbridgeL. Gibbs... 

Henry Kirch 

William F. Holton. . . 
Thomas W. Gibbons. 
Ulysses Butler 



....do. 
....do. 
....do. 
....do. 
-...do. 
....do. 
....do. 
..-.do, 
....do. 
Clerk. 



Whence appointed. 



Salary 
per an- 
num.- 



\ 



Maryland 

....do 

....do 

District of Columbia. . 

Virginia 

Missouri , 

Illinois 

Georgia 

District of Columbia. . 

North Carolina 

Maryland 

District of Columbia. . 

....do 

....do 

....do 

Virginia 

....do 

North Carolina 

Virginia 

District of Columbia. . 

....do 

Virginia 

....do 

District of Columbia. 

....do 

New York 

District of Columbia. 

Virginia 

District of Columbia. 

....do 

Washington 

New York 

Michigan 

New York 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Massachusetts 

Illinois 

Ohio 

Wisconsin 

Illinois 

....do 

Texas 

Colorado 

Minnesota 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

Utah 

Texas 

New Mexico 

Virginia 

New York 

'?«U&&l\N«.\J^ 



S420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

480.00 

480.00 

480.00 

480.00 

480.00 

480.00 

480.00 

480.00 

420.00 

420.00 

420.00 

240.00 

240.00 

240.00 

240.00 

240,00 

240.00 

,1,800.00 

p.d. 1.50 

p.d. 1.50 

p.d. 1.50 

p.d. 1.50 

1,800.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 

1,500.00 
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POINTS DECIDED BY THE COMMISSION DUBING THE 7EAB. 

In the matter of railroad-telegraph contracts. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 10.) 

1. As a telegraph service along its right of way is essential to the safe 

operation of its trains, a railroad company or a group of separately 
incorporated roads generally recognized as a " railway system," 
may lawfully contract to furnish free or reduced-rate transporta- 
tion to a telegraph company for such of its officers, men, mate- 
rials, and supplies as are required in connection with the construc- 
tion, maintenance, and operation of such a telegraph line and service 
upon its own right of way ; and the legality of such free or reduced- 
rate transportation is not affected by the fact that the telegraph 
company may also use such telegraph line in connection with its 
telegraph service to the public. 

2. But such a railroad company or system of roads can not lawfully con- 

tract, in consideration of free telegraph service or service at reduced 
rates over wires beyond its own right of way, to furnish free or 
reduced-rate transportation for the officials, employees, laborers, 
materials, or supplies of a telegraph company in connection with the 
construction, maintenance, or operation of a telegraph line and 
service off the line of such railroad company or system of railroads 
and upon the line or lines of another carrier or system. 

3. Previous rulings of the Commission in relation to " Payment for trans- 

portation " and " Issuance and use of free passes," so far as they 
may affect or control railroad-telegraph contracts, explained and 
reaffirmed. 

Frederick Brick Works v. Northern Central Railway Company, Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company, and Central Railroad Company of New Jersey. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 13.) 

4. Defendants' class rate of $3.80 per ton on brick, carloads, from Fred- 

erick, Md., to Elberon, N. J., 236 miles, applied on shipments made 
by complainant in January, 1906, was unreasonable and unjust 
Complainant awarded reparation, based on the difference between 
such rate and the rate of $2.75 per ton put in effect by defendants 
pending the controversy. 

In the matter of the free transportation of newspaper employees on special 
newspaper trains. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 15.) 

5. Where the Congress has expressly enumerated special classes of persons 

or things that may be exempted and excepted from the operation of 
general provisions in a law, this Commission can not enlarge the 
excepted classes by mere construction and include in them persons 
or things not thus expressly named in the statute itself. 

6. Held, therefore, that the so-called caretakers of newspaper companies 

whose duty it is to assort newspapers on special newspaper trains 
and to make them up into packages for delivery as the train arrives 
at the several points along the line of the run, may not lawfully be 
granted the free tran8i)ortation that is permissible under the act to 
regulate commerce to the caretakers of certain other kinds of traffic 
siiecifically enumerated in the act. 

7. A commodity rate can not be applied to the transportation of passen- 

gers or a passenger rate to the transportation of a commodity. 

8. Held, therefore, that newspaper employees can not lawfully be carried 

on special newspaper trains under a commodity rate established for 
the carriage of newspapers, or at any rate other than one specified 
in a regularly published schedule of passenger rate&« 
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Tlu» Oattlo Raisers' Associatiou of Texas v. Galveston, Harrisburg & San An- 
tonio Hallway Company ; International & Great Northern Railroad Company, 
and Texas & New Orleans Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 20.) 

9. On complaint of failure by defendants to establish a through route and 

Joint rate on beef cattle from points on the International & Great 
Northern Railroad in Texas to New Orleans, La., It appeared that 
formerly a through route and Joint rate of 45 cents per 100 pounds, 
except from Laredo, Tex., from which it was 47 cents, were discon- 
tinued by defendants other than the International & Great Northern 
Railroad Company on October 14, 1906, because of dissatisfiEiction 
with the rate divisions ; that there is no other practicable route from 
the points of shipment to New Orleans, and that much inconvenience 
and loss have resulted to shippers from discontinuance of the route. 
HeJdj That the public interest requires establishment and mainte- 
nance of the through route and Joint through rates, and that the 
route and former Joint rates should be reestablished. No opinion 
upon the reasonableness of such rates is expressed, and this decision 
is without prejudice to determination of the question of reasonable- 
ness which may be involved in another proceeding now pending. 

Blackwell Milling & Elevator Company v. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 23.) 

10. On shipments of flour and other grain products defendant had in force 

certain rates for transportation between points on its own line and 
an arbitrary of 5 cents per 100 pounds to be applied in addition to 
its regular transportation charges to shipments received from con- 
necting linos, but it discontinued imposition of the arbitrary, effective 
February 11, 1907: Held, That the 5-cent arbitrary was unjust and 
unreasonable, and that defendant be required to refrain from apply- 
ing the same during a period of two years hereafter. Complainant 
awarded reparation. 

Ponca City Milling Company i\ Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company. 
(12 L C. C. Rep., 2G.) 

11. Decision in Blackwell Milling and Elevator Co. v, M., K. and T. Ry. 

Co., 12 I. C. C. Rep., 25, cited and applied. Complainant awarded 
reparation. 

J. B. Harrell t*. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 

27.) 

12. A complaint of the unreasonableness of a rate on co^l from St. Louis, 

Mo., to Oklahoma City, Okla., as applied to shipments originating in 
West Virginia, covering a total distance of over 1,200 miles, held to 
present no question of practical importance in view of the proximity 
of coal fields in Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Kansas, and also the much 
shorter distance from Colorado and Missouri, and dismissed without 
prejudice in case the unreasonableness of the rate should become of 
actual consequence hereafter. 

Birmingham Packing Company r. Texas & Pacific Railway Company; Vicks- 
burg, Shreveport & Pacific Railway Company : Alabama & Vicksburg Rail- 
way Company, and Alabama Great Southern Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 29.) 

13. On complaint of failure by defendants to establish a through route and 

Joint rate on beef cattle fronm Fort Worth, Tex., to Birmingham, 
Ala., it appeared that Joint rates are established over their line be- 
twtK^n the points mentioned on fresh meats and packing-house prod- 
ucts, but not on other traffic, and that there is no through route or 
Joint rate for beef cattle by any line from Fort Worth to Birming- 
ham : JTrld, That a through route and Joint rate thereover of not 
exc(HHling 50 cents per 100 ix>unds should be established and main- 
tained for the transiwrtation of beef cattle, in carloads, from Fort 
Worth to Birmingham. 

American National Live Stock Association and Cattle Raisers* Association of 
Texas v. Texas & Pacific Railway Company et al. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 32.) 

14. Prior to April, 1904, the Texas & Pacific Railway Company had in 

effect with various lines of railway, including the other defendants. 
Joint tariffs, I. C. C. No. 1015, I. ^ ^ No, 103&, anA 1, C, C. ^o. icm. 
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applying on live stock from points on its line in Texas and New 
Mexico to destinations therein specified, but during that month the 
Texas & Pacific Railway CJompany canceled such Joint tariffs, and 
since that time no through routes or joint rates applicable to live 
stock to and from points on its line have been in force: Held, That 
the public interest requires the establishment of the through routes 
and Joint rates provided for in such joint tariffs, with leave to any 
party to apply for a modification of the order which may be issued 
herein at any time, but that formal order herein be withheld for 
thirty days. The carriers are granted authority to establish such 
joint tariffs upon ten days' notice to the public and the Ck)mmission. 

D. W. Durham v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 37.) 

15. On complaint alleging that a rate of 21 cents per 100 pounds on brick 

machinery, carloads, from Lochland, Ky., to East St. Louis, 111., com- 
pared with a rate of 15 cents for the longer distance over the same 
line from Louisville, Ky., to East St. Louis, was unreasonable, Loch- 
land being 8 miles nearer the point of destination, it appeared that 
the rate from Louisville is fixed under competition by rail and by 
water, and following decisions of the courts: Held, That the higher 
rate from Lochland does not violate section 3 or section 4 of the 
statute, and, further, that the rate from Lochland is not, upon the 
evidence presented, unreasonable under the first section of the law. 

In the matter of the right of railroad companies to exchange free transporta- 
tion with local transfer and baggage express companies. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
39.) 

16. Petitioner is a common carrier engaged in the city of Chicago in trans- 

ferring passengers and baggage between railroad stations and be- 
tween such stations and hotels and private residences, and performs 
a service connected with interstate passenger traflic, but is never- 
theless not a carrier subject to the provisions of the act to regulate 
commerce. 

17. Section 1 of the act to regulate commerce, amended June 29, 1906, pro- 

vides : " No common carrier subject to the provisions of this act 
shall, ♦ ♦ ♦ directly or indirectly, issue or give any interstate 
free ticket, free pass, or free transportation for passengers, except 
to its employees and their families, its officers, agents, * * * : 
Provided, That this provision shall not be construed to prohibit the 
interchange of passes for the officers, agents, and employees of com- 
mon carriers, and their families." The proviso clearly modifies the 
main clause and is to be construed strictly. The words " common 
carriers " relate only to those referred to In the main clause, namely, 
common carriers subject to the act. 

18. While the petitioner, Frank Parmelee Company, not being subject to 

the regulating statute, may doubtless give free transportation on Its 
omnibus and baggage express wagons to whomsoever it wishes, no 
common carrier subject to the jurisdiction of tliat act can lawfully 
grant free transportation to the officers, agents, or employees of pe- 
titioner. Specific exceptions noted in the act as to " baggage agents " 
entering trains near large terminals to arrange for baggage transfer. 

The Johnston-I^rimer Dry Goods Company v, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway Company; Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company; Den- 
ver, Enid & Gulf Railroad Company; Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad 
Company ; St. Ix)uis & San Francisco Railroad Company ; Houston & Shreve- 
port Railroad Company: Kansas City Southern Railway Company; Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas Railway Company; Missouri Pacific Railway Company; St. 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway Company; Morgan's Louisiana & 
Texas Railroad Company; Louisiana Western Railroad Company; St. Louis 
Southwestern Railway Company; Beaumont, Sour Lake & Western Railway 
Company; Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway Company; Galveston, Hous- 
ton & Henderson Railroad Company; Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway 
Company; Gulf & Interstate Railway Company; Houston, East & West 
Texas Railway Company ; Houston & Texas Central Railroad Company ; In- 
ternational & Great Northern Railroad Company: Interstate Car Transfer 
Company; Kansas City, Mexico & Orient Railway Co\3a\«Av^ Q,f\.<£T>as!»\ ^^j^Ss*- 
souri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company ot Te>L«L^\ \?«ct\a ^ v\x^»^^^.^vs^v^x\v 
Railroad Company ; San Antonio & Aransas Paaa ^«\\w«l^ e.wa^«»:^ % '^v. v*2N^ 
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Merchants' Bridge Terminal Railway Company; St. Louis, San Francisco & 
Texas Railway Company ; St. Ix)uis, Kansas Cily & Colorado Railroad Com- 
pany; St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company of Texas; Galveston, Har- 
risburg & San Antonio Railway Company; Galveston, Houston & Northern 
Railway Company ; Texas & New Orleans Railroad Company ; Terminal Rail- 
road Association of St. Louis; Texarkana & Fort Smith Railway Company; 
Texas & Pacific Railway Company ; Texas Midland Railroad Company ; Trin- 
ity & Brazos Valley Railway Company. (12 I. C. 0. Rep., 47.) 

19. Defendants' rates per 100 pounds on cotton goods from various produ- 

cing points in Texas are 90 cents to Wichita, Kans., 50 cents to Kansas 
City and St. Louis, and 55 cents to Omaha and Chicago. The aver- 
age distances range from 458 miles to Wichita to 1,038 miles to Chi- 
cago. Active market and carriers' competition exists for the sale 
and transportation of this traflic to the points other than Wichita, to 
which substantially agreed rates are maintained by the four carriers 
reaching that point from all markets. A rate from Texas producing 
points to Wichita of 50 cents per 100 pounds would be highly profit- 
able to the carriers and complainant ; a Wichita Jobber formerly had, 
by the rebate system, a rate as low at 50 cents. Until recently the 
tariff rate to Wichita from these points was $1.16. The present rates 
to Kansas City and other Missouri River points and to Wichita ex- 
clude the Wichita jobber from competition. Under these circum- 
stances complainant buys cotton goods in other markets. Heldf 
That the present rate of 96 cents to Wichita is unreasonable and un- 
just, and should not exceed 50 cents per 100 pounds. For Reasons 
stated the rate from Galveston to Wichita is not included in the de- 
cision. 

The Johnston -La rimer Dry Goods Company v, Wabash Railroad Company; 
Missouri Pacific Railway Company ; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany : Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company ; St. Ix>uis & San Fran- 
cisco Railroad Company; Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company; 
Chicago & Alton Railroad Company; Terminal Railroad Association of St. 
Louis; St. Louis Merchants' Bridge Terminal Railway Company; Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 51.) 

20. The rates complained of in this case are those on cotton goods from 

East St. Louis, 111., to Kansas City, Mo., and from East St. Louis to 
Wichita, Kans., but the real question involved is the differential in 
rates from eastern markets to Kansas City and Wichita, which is 57 
cents via all rail and 44 cents via rail and water routes in favor of 
Kansas City, the rail and water routes being via Galveston, Tex., and 
two of the lines passing through Wichita to Kansas City. The rate 
of 35 cents. East St. Louis to Kansas City, is not excessive. The rate 
of 66 cents, Kansas City to Wichita, is extremely high for the dis- 
tance of 222 miles ; but for reasons stated it would not benefit com- 
plainant at Wichita and might result to its disadvantage, and would 
involve a ruling either that rating cotton piece goods as first class in 
the Western Classification is wrong or that the class rates between the 
Missouri River and Chicago are too high. No reason appears why 
the classification of cotton goods should be changed or the class rates 
reduced at this time. The rates from the East and the differential 
mentioned are not the subject of complaint nor are the water and 
rail lines parties hereto. Heldy That the complaint be dismissed 
without prejudice to further proceedings. 

The Johnston-Larimer Dry Goods Company v. New York & Texas Steamship 
Company (Mallory Lines) ; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company; Chicago, Rock Island & 
Texas Railway Company; Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company; 
International & Great Northern Railroad Company; Missouri, Kansas &Tpxas 
Railway Company, and Missouri Pacific Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 58.) 

21. On complaint that a rate of $1.61^ per 100 pounds on knit goods from 

New York and New York rate points via water and rail through (Jal- 
veston, Tex., to Wichita, Kans., is unlawful, and with which is com- 
pared defendants' rate of $1.31 on that traffic through Wichita to 
Topeka, Kans., Held, (1) That the difference in rates is justified by 



DECISIONS OP THE COMMISSION. 191 

competition for traffic to Topeka which does not exist and apply with 
like force at Wichita; (2) that the rate to Wichita is not, under the 
circumstances, shown to be unreasonable. 

James B. Mason v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 61.) 

22. The Commission is without authority to fix rules or regulations for 

reciprocal demurrage. 

Ohsman & Bflfron v. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company; Chi- 
cago & Northwestern Railway Company; Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Railway Company, and Illinois Central Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
63.) 

23. This case Involves rates on scrap iron, carloads, from Cedar Rapids, 

lowa, to Chicago and East St. Louis, 111., and St Ix)uis, Mo., as com- 
pared with rates to the same destinations from St. Paul and Min- 
neapolis, Minn. During the pendency of the proceeding, rates from 
St: Paul and Minneapolis and from Cedar Rai)ids were changed, 
with the result that the rates from those points to Chicago were 
made the same and the rates to St. Louis were made 20 cents less 
from Cedar Rapids than from St. Paul and Minneapolis, East St. 
Louis taking St. Louis rates. Ui3on complainants' request the com- 
plaint is dismissed without prejudice. 

Omaha Grain Exchange v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
65.) 

24. Defendant has in force a rate of 1 cent per 100 pounds, minimum charge 

$5 per car, for transferring grain in carloads from Council Blufl's, 
iowa, to Omaha and South Omaha, Nebr. Its rate for transferring 
grain from Omaha and South Omaha to Council Bluffs for delivery 
upon its own tracks is $2 per car, which was put in to induce con- 
struction and maintenance of a modern and capacious elevator on its 
line in Council Bluffs, and a higher rate is charged- by it on grain 
transferred to Council Bluffs for delivery to elevators or industries 
on other lines. The delivery of grain by defendant in Omaha or 
South Omaha is for industries or elevators on other lines, for which, 
under car-service rules, it must allow such other lines $2 per car per 
diem rental. The grain rates from the West to Omaha, South 
Omaha, and Council Bluffs are the same, while from the East the 
rates to Council Bluffs are less than to Omaha or South Omaha. The 
charge from Council Bluffs to Omaha and South Omaha is com- 
plained of as unjust and unreasonable. Ui)on all the circumstances 
and conditions, Hcld^ That the complaint should be dismissed. 

Texas Cement Plaster Company r. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Com- 
pany and St. Louis, San Francisco & Texas Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 68.) 

The rate per 1(X) pounds on cement plaster, in carloads, from Quanah, Tex., 
to St. Louis, Mo., 728 miles, is 18 cents, and to Kansas City, Mo., 
571 miles, it is 13 cents, while on cement plaster, in carloads, from 
Cement, Okla., to St. Louis, 602 miles, a rate of 10 cents, and to 
Kansas City, 445 miles, a rate of 8 cents are maintained. On com- 
plaint that these rates unlawfully discriminate against comi)lain- 
ant's plaster shipped from Quanah, it appeared that the St. Louis 
& San Francisco Railroad Company made the rates from Ce- 
ment to enable plaster from that point to compete with other plas- 
ters in the St. I^ouis and Kansas City markets, that the cost of 
transportation is not greater over the line from Quanah to Cement 
than from Cement to St. I^ouls, and that defendants would make the 
same profit if they hauled Quanah plaster at the same rate per ton 
per mile that is applied from Cement. The rate from Quanah is 
over the connected lines of defendants, but the St. Louis, San Fran- 
cisco & Texas Railway Company is controlled by the St. Louis & 
San Francisco Railroad Company, and both are operated as one 
system. H^ld: 

25. That a railroad company can not arbitrarily determine that a particular 

mill shall compete in a certain market with other localities and that 

24274—08 ^13 
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other mills on its lines shall not so compete, particularly where the 
discrimination is not justified by operating conditions. 

26. That the rates from Quanah to St. Ix)uis and Kansas City are unlaw- 

ful ; that a rate per 100 pounds not exceeding 10^ cents from Quanah 
to Kansas City and not exceeding 12 cents from Quanah to St, Louis 
should be maintained by defendants so long as the rates per 100 
pounds to Kansas City and St. Louis from Cement are 8 and 12 
cents, respectively, and that in case of change in said rates from 
Cement the rate from Quanah to Kansas City shall not be more than 
128 per cent of the rate from Cement to Kansas City, and the rate 
from Quanah to St. Louis shall not be more than 120 per cent of the 
rate from Cement to St. Louis. 

27. That complainant is entitled to recover from defendants the sum of 

$121.55, with interest from August 28, 1906, as reparation for unjust 
and unreasonable charges on specified shipments made under the 
rates complained of in this case. 

W. B. Johnston v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Company ; Denver, Enid 
& Gulf Railroad Company; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company, 
and Fort Smith & Western Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 73.) 

28. The Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway and its connections meet the 

present rate of the Rock Island system on coal from the McAlester 
and Sans Bois fields, Indian Territory, to Enid, Oklahoma Territory, 
the Rock Island being the short line, but it does not follow merely 
because of such competition by the Rock Island that the Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas line must meet that rate or any rate that the Rock 
Island may be required by law to mscke effective; nor does it follow 
that on coal shipi^ed to Enid from the I^rehigh and Henryetta fields, 
in Indian Territory, the rates must be 15 cents per ton less than 
those from the Sans Bois or McAlester districts, because under 
present rates and for competitive reasons that differential is now 
applied. 
20. Rates per ton on coal, carloads, of $2.10 for lump and $1.40 for slack 
from the McAlester district, Indian Territory, to Enid, Okla., 290 
miles, via the Missouri, Kansas & Texas and Denver, Enid & Gulf 
roads, are not. up(m the evidence, excessive or unreasonable. 

30. Rates per ton on coal, carloads, of $1.65 for lump and $1.35 for slack 

from the I^high district, Indian Territory, to Enid, Okla., 235 miles, 
over the Missouri, Kansas & Texas and Denver, Enid & Gulf roads, 
are not, ui>on the evidence, excessive or unreasonable. 

31. Rates i>er ton on coal, carloads, of $2.10 for lump and $1.50 for slack 

from the Sans Bois district, Indian Territory, to Enid, Okla., 225 
miles average distance, over the Fort Smith & Western and Denver, 
Enid & Gulf roads, are excessive and unreasonable', and should not 
exceed $1.85 for lump and $1.35 for slack. For reasons stated 
reparation denied. 

32. Rates per ton on coal, carloads, of $1.95 for lump and $1.50 for slack from 

the Henryetta district, Indian Territory, to Enid, Okla., 180 miles, 
over the St. Louis & San Francisco road, are excessive and unreason- 
able, and should not exceeii $1.60 for lump and $1.25 for slack. 
Action of said defendant in makiug efl'ective March 31, 1907, rates of 
$1.65 for lump and $1.25 for slack noted. Complainant allowed 
thirty days to file statement of shipments under his claim for repara- 
tion, as to which claim case is reserved. 

Van Camp Burial Vault Company i\ Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville Rail- 
way Company; Cincinnati, Hamilton & Dayton Railway Comi)any and Jud- 
son Harmon, the receiver thereof; Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Ix)ui8 
Railway Company; Indianapolis & Southern Railroad Company; Lake Erie 
& Western Railroad Company; Fort Wayne, Cincinnati & Louisville Rail- 
road Company; Pittsburgh, (Mnclnnati, Chicago & St. I^niis Railway Com- 
pany; Vandalia Railroad Company; Pennsylvania Railroad Company; New 
York Central & Hudson River Railroad Company; Erie Railroad Conii)any; 
Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Company; I^hlgh Valley Rail- 
road Company; Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company; I^ake Shore & Michi- 
gan Southern Railway Company; Pere Marquette Railroad Company and 
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Judson Harmon, the receiver thereof; Wabash Railroad Company; Boston 
& Maine Railroad; New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Company. 
(12 I. C. C. Rep., 79.) 

33. Defendants classify cement burial vaults with iron burial vaults as sec- 

ond-class freight, in less than carloads, and apply second-class rates 
thereon, although the cement vault is about four times heavier and 
occupies but little more space in the car; in carload shipments the 
defendants classify cement vaults as fifth-class and iron vaults as 
third-class freight. The risk of breakage Jin the carriage of the 
cement vaults is insignificant; their value* and the value of the 
materials used in their construction is much less than in the case of 
iron vaults; cement vaults are also made with unskilled labor, while 
iron vaults require skilled mechanics and a plant with machinery 
and tools. Held, That under such circumstances defendants should 
charge not to exceed third-class rates on shipments from Indian- 
apolis, Ind., the point from which complainant's shipments of cement 
vaults are consigned. 

McRae Grocery Company and W. B. Folsom r. Southern Railway Company; 
Seaboard Air Line Railway; Ocean Steamship Company; Old Dominion 
Steamship Company; Merchants* & Miners* Transportation Company; (^Jyde 
Steamship Company ; New York & Texas Steamship Company : Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company; Philadelphia, Baltimore & Washington Railroad Com- 
pany, and Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac Railroad Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 83.) 

34. This case having been settled through the readjustment of tariffs, show- 

ing considerable reductions in the rates complained of, and to the 
satisfaction of complainants, the complaint is dismissed. 

In the matter of allowances to elevators by the Union Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 85.) 

35. EHevation is defined as unloading grain from cars or grain-carrying 

vessels into a grain elevator and loading it out again after a period 
of not to exceed ten days ; It does not include " treatment " or grading, 
cleaning, and (•lli)ping of grain; and retention in an elevator beyond 
ten days becomes storage and is not a part of the service of elevation 
as that word is used in the statute. 

36. The law clearly recognizes elevation as a facility which the carrier may 

provide, and this authorizes the carrier to grant grain elevation at 
destination or while the traflic is in transit, subject only to the re- 
striction imposed by the act that elevation, like any other service 
offered by the carrier to shippers,, must be oi>en to all on equal and 
reasonable terms. 

37. Since a carrier subject to the act to regulate commerce is entitled to 

provide elevation for grain shipments, such carrier may either con- 
struct and operate the elevator itself or furnish elevation by ar- 
rangement with the owner of an elevator; and the amount of com- 
I)ensati(m paid by the carrier to the owner of an elevator rendering 
the service is of no concern to shippers or to other carriers, unless 
it operates to affect the rates charged by the carrier upon the grain 
traflic or by some device a portion of the allowance is returned to 
shippers and thus becomes a rebate. 

38. An allowance made to a shipi)er of grain who furnishes elevation service 

under an arrangement with a carrier, is a rebate and an unlawful 
discrimination when it involves a profit over and above the actual 
cost to such shipper of the service rendered. It is not a rebate when 
the allowance does not so exceinl the actual cost. The arrangement 
between the Union Pacific Railroad Company and the Peavey ele- 
vators at Council BluiTs and Kansas City is not in itself unlawful. 
But the allowance of 11 cents per 100 pounds paid by the railroad 
company to these elevators, controlled by the Peavey interests, who 
are large shippers of grain and own practically all the grain going 
into the elevators, is in excess of the actual cost of the service, and 
is a rebate, and therefore unlawful. Ordered, That such allowance 
be reduced and shall not exceed three-fourths of a cent per 100 
pounds. 
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In the matter of party rate tickets. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 95.) 

39. Party rate tickets can not be limited to particular classes of persons, 

but must be oi)en to the general public. 

City Council of Atchison, Kansas, v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company ; Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company ; and Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 111.) 

40. Defendants grant certain allowances or free services in the elevation, 

transfer, mix^g, cleaning, and other handling of grain at Kansas 
City, Mo., Argentine, Leavenworth, and Kansas City, Kans., which 
are withheld by them at Atchison, Kans., to which point they have 
established the same rates as those in force at said other cities. 
Held, That such practice is unlawful and that defendants should 
not furnish at Kansas City, Mo., Kansas City, Leavenworth,, or 
Argentine, Kansas., elevator allowances or other free services in con- 
nection with the elevation, transfer, mixing, cleaning, clipping, dry- 
ing, weighing, storage, loading out or shipment of grain which are 
not at the same time granted or furnished in like or equivalent serv- 
ice or allowance to the same degree and extent at Atchison. 

Eugene S. Preston and David Floyd Davis, doing business under the firm name 
of Preston & Davis, v, Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Company. 
(12 I. C. C. Rep., 114.) 

41. Defendant's regulation put in effect October 15, 1906, discontinuing 

the delivery at its Brooklyn terminal of petroleum oil in tank cars 
shipped to complainants, practically deprives complainants of oi)or- 
tunity to continue their business in competition with the Standard 
Oil Company and subjects complainants to unlawful prejudice and 
disadvantage. Defendant required to rescind the regulation and 
henceforth allow such delivery for complainants under reasonable 
rules and conditions as to the time and manner of unloading the cars. 

Society of American Florists and Ornamental Horticulturists v. United States 
Express Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 120.) 

42. Defendant's rates on cut flowers from certain points in New Jersey 

and Pennsylvania to New York City, prior to May 1, 1906, were 
graduated from 50 to 75 cents per 100 pounds and on empty boxes 
returned from New York City to said points were graduated accord- 
ing to weight from 5 to 25 cents each ; on said date the rates on cut 
flowers were Increased to $1 per 100 iK)unds, and the rates on empty 
boxes folded flat were graduated from 50 to 75 cents per 100 pounds 
and on empty boxes not folded flat the rates were made $1 per 100 
pounds: Held, upon complaint that the advanced rates are exces- 
sive, that such rates are unreasonable, but that 60 cents per 100 
pounds would be a reasonable rate upon cut flowers from the Chat- 
ham district. New Jersey, to New York City, and a similar increase 
of 10 cents above the rates existing on April 30, 1906, from the other 
points involved would be reasonable, and that the merchandise* rate 
should apply on empty boxes not folded flat on the return trip. 

43. Cost of service on a particular article is not conclusive as to the reason- 

ableness of a rate thereon. 

44. An added and tmusual terminal expense arising out of the special de- 

livery of a certain class of express traffic does not justify any greater 
increase in the rate than will cover such terminal exi)ense. 

45. An express company is entitled to charge a reasonable amount for the 

service which it gives, and this service being partly rendered by its 
own agents and employees and partly rendered by the railroad, it 
can not Justify a rate by the mere production of its contracts made 
with the agents and the railroad, as an unreasonable rate can not 
be Imposed upon the shipper by reason of contracts which an express 
company has made with its agents and the railroad. 

46. The question of reparation to injured shippers because of such excessive 

express charges is held in abeyance. 

Holcomb Hayes Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 128.) 

47. Defendant admitted that the insertion of a certain rate in its tariffs, 

wljicb applied to complainant's particular shipments of cross-ties 
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from Hopklnsville, Ky., to points in Illinois, was the result of clerical 
error. Subsequently this rate was voluntarily reduced by defenilant. 
Upon complaint defendant expressed willingness to pay to complain- 
ant the excess collected by reason of such error, if protected by order 
of this Commission ; and thereupon the Commission, having substan- 
tiated the facts, ordered such special reparation : Held, upon the 
foregoing facts, that the formal complaint be dismissed. 

EJnterprlse Manufacturing Company, Sibley Manufacturing Company, Granite- 
ville Manufacturing Company, Monroe Cotton Mills, and Riverside Mills v, 
Georgia Railroad Company; Central of Georgia Railway Company; Southern 
Railway Company ; Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company ; Atlantic & West 
Point Railroad Company; Western & Atlantic Railroad Company; Western 
Railway of Alabama ; Charleston & Western Carolina Railway Company ; Co- 
lumbia, Newberry & Laurens Railroad Company ; Chesapeake & Ohio Railway 
Company; Illinois Central Railroad Company; Louisville & Nashville Rail- 
road Company; Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Company; 
Seaboard Air Line Railway; Mobile & Ohio Railroad Company; Texas & 
Pacific Railway Company; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company; 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; Southern Pacific Company; 
Great Northern Railway Company; Northern Pacific Railway Company; 
Union Pacific Railroad Company; Oregon Railroad & Navigation Company; 
Oregon Short Line Railroad Company; and Canadian Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 130.) . 

48. Defendants' rates on cotton goods and cotton waste from Georgia and 

South Carolina points to San Francisco and other Pacific coast ter- 
minal points are $1.15 per 100 pounds, C. L., and $1.65 L. C. L., on 
cotton goods, and $1.12^ per 100, C. L., and $1.61 L. C. L., on cotton 
waste; in 1896 the rates on cotton goods were $1 per 100 pounds, 
C. L. and L. C. L., and on cotton waste 90 cents, C. L., and $1 L. C. L. ; 
the rates on cotton goods from New York and Boston to such Pacific 
coast points are $1, C. L., and $1.50, L. C. L., and on cotton waste 
$1.10, C. L., and $1.50, L. C. L. Upon complaint of unreasonableness 
of the rates from such southeastern points to the Pacific coast : Held, 
That upon the present record such rates are not unreasonable. 

49. The fact that such rates from the Southeastern States are higher than 

those obtaining from the New England States does not in and of it- 
self establish the unreasonableness of the higher rates, as the condi- 
tions existing at the two localities are dissimilar. The New England 
mills, which suffer by the competition of the more favorably situ- 
ated southern mills from the standpoint of production, are entitled 
to such advantage in rates as they have from being situated at points 
closer to ports where cheap water competition has been established 
to the Pacific coast points of consumption. 

50. The existence of a lower rate in the somewhat remote past does not 

necessarily prove anjrthing of value in ascertaining the reasonable- 
ness of a rate existing to-day. 

Tomlin-Harris Machine Company v. Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company ; 
Seaboard Air Line Railway; Southern Railway Company; Central of Georgia 
Railway Company ; Albany & Northern Railway Company ; Atlanta, Birming- 
ham & Atlantic Railroad Company, and Georgia Southern & Florida Railway 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 133.) 

51. The rates on coal and pig iron from Birmingham, Ala., to Cordele, Ga., 

are $1.70 per short ton and $2.75 per long ton, respectively, and from 
Birmingham to Macon, Ga.i are $1.60 per short ton and $1.65 per long 
ton, respectively, Cordele being a nearer point. Upon complaint that 
such rates to Cordele are unreasonable and unduly discriminatory: 
Held, upon the facts shown, that the coal rate is not unreasonable or 
discriminatory, but that the pig-iron rate is unjust and excessive. 
Defendants ordered to put in a rate of $2.15 per long ton on pig iron 
from Birmingham to Cordele. 

Hale-Halsell Grocery Company t\ Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company of Texas, and Texas & 
Pacifflc Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 136.) 

52. Complainant alleged that defendants' rate on sugar in carloads f^<s\ssL 

New Orleans, La., to McAlester, IhOl. T,, ol ^ ^«o\» v^st ^S*^ >^xs»ft«^ 
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was unreasonable and unduly discriminatory because their rate on 
sugar from New Orleans to Muskogee, Ind. T., a farther distant 
point over the same line, was only 35 cents. Defendants having re- 
duced their rate to McAlester to 35 cents, the Muskogee rate, the 
complaint is dismissed. 

E. M. Wilhoit V, Missouri Pacific Railway Company and St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 137.) 

53. Complaint alleged that rate on shipments of oil originating at Pittsburg, 

Pa., from East St. Louis, 111., and St. Louis, Mo., to Joplin, Mo., is 
excessive and discriminatory as compared with rate from St. Louis 
to Joplin on shipments of oil originating at St. Louis. Upon request 
of complainant, one defendant suggesting probability of rate adjust- 
ment, complaint dismissed. 

E. M. Wilhoit V, Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 138.) 

54. To make distance the sole factor in determining a reasonable rate 

would introduce undue discrimination and create chaotic commercial 
conditions. 

55. Defendant's rates on refined oil at the date of filing complaint from 

Erie, Kans., to Joplin, Mo., 69 miles, and to St. Louis, Mo., 400 
miles, were 17 cents iier 1(X) pounds ; but later the rate from Erie to 
Joplin was reduced to 15 cents, wJiich is the rate prevailing from 
other oil-shipping points in Kansas to Joplin. The rates to Joplin, 
St. Louis, and Kansas City from these producing points are appar- 
ently adjusted with a view to placing the shippers on an equitable 
basis and affording them equal opportunities in the markets. Com- 
plaint dismissed. 

American Grass Twine Company v, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company; Mutual Transit Company; New York Central & Hudson 
River Raihoad Company, and Boston & Maine Railroad. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
141.) 

56. Complainant made shipment of grass twine matting and rugs from St. 

Paul, Minn., to Boston, Mass., via Duluth, over defendants' lines, 
upon which it was charged a rate of 62 cents per 100 pounds; this 
rate was a combination of a rail rate of 23 cents to Duluth plus a 
lake and rail rate of 39 cents from Duluth to Boston; at the date 
of the shipment lake and rail joint through rates via Duluth were 
not effective, but a rate via Lake Michigan ports of 45 cents per 100 
and an all rail joint through rate of 49 cents were in force: Ueld^ 
That under the special and peculiar circumstances disclosed upon 
the record the 62-cent rate on such shii)meut was unreasonable, and 
that the 45-cent rate in effect from St. Paul to Boston via Lake 
Michigan ports at the time of the shipment affords a reasonable basis 
for fixing the rate for the service rendered at the same amount. 

57. Complainant awarded reparation for the difference between the 62-cent 

and the 45-cent rates on its shipment, to be paid by Chicago, St. 
Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Company and Mutual Transit 
Company, as having received the whole of such difference. As to 
other defendants, complaint dismissed. 

Cornelius J. Jones, Hannah James, and William James r. St. Louis & San 
Francisco Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 144.) 

58. The obligation to provide station facilities at a given iK)int along the 

line of a railroad may arise under the terms of the charter of a 
company or may be imposed by statute, and some authorities assert 
that the duty exists also at common law; but the Commission is 
not the proper forum to which to appeal for the enforcement either 
of a charter, statutory or common-law obligation, as it has no author- 
ity to issue the writ of mandamus, and possesses no common-law 
jurisdiction. 

59. The contention that the Commission has power, under the act to regu- 

late commerce, as amended June 29, 1906, to require a common car- 
rier to locate or relocate and maintain a station at a given point is 
open to doubt; but, without deciding this question here, it is mani- 
fest that the Commission should not exercise such i)ower unless all 
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the facts and conditions clearly indicate that the interests of the 
general public in the locality involved are materially impaired by 
the lack of such facilities. 

60. In the fall of 1905 defendant moved its station at Chase, Ind. T., 3i 

miles west to a junction point with another carrier also called 
Chase ; old Chase has three stores, post-office, two churches, and two 
school -houses, and within a circle of 4 miles has a population of from 
300 to 400; the passenger receipts of defendant at old Chase aver- 
aged about $47 a month, and for a few months in 1904 and 1905 
its freight receipts averaged, owing to cattle for grazing having 
been shipped there, about $418 a month, but the cattle 
shipments have since ceased; in addition to this lack of busi- 
ness there, old Chase is located on lowlands subject to overflow by 
water; prepaid fi'eight is now received and delivered at old Chase; 
defendant's passenger trains do not now stop at old Chase, but farm- 
ers can reach the station at new Chase as conveniently as they were 
able to use the station at old Chase; upon complaint that such re- 
moval results in undue prejudice to the locality of old Chase: 
Held, That the record does not show that the Interests of the general 
public have been materially impaired by the removal of the station 
to the new point, and that under the circumstances named complain- 
ants are not entitled to an order requiring defendant to re-erect and 
maintain a station at old Chase. 

61. The defendant having the lawful right, in the public interest as well as 

in its own interest, to move its station to the new point, it can not 
be held liable for damages alleged to have been sustained as a conse- 
quence of such action. 

National Petroleum Association v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company; Pittsburg, 
Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Tx)uis Railway Company; Pennsylvania Company; 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company ; I^ke Shore & Michigan Southern Rail- 
way Company ; Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railway Company ; 
Wabash Railroad Company; Erie Railroad Company; Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway Company; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany — Coast Lines; Great Northern Railway Company; Northern Pacific 
Railway Company ; Southern Pacific Company ; San Pedro, Ix>s Angeles & 
Salt Lake Railroad Company; Oregon Short Line Railroad O/Ompany, and 
Oregon Railroad & Navigation Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 151.) 

62. Complainant alleged that rates on petroleum and its products from cer- 

tain ix)ints in Pennsylvania and Ohio to Pacific coast terminals are 
unreasonable and discriminatory, and that the charge of $105 each 
for the return of empty cylinder oil cars from Pacific coast terminals 
to Missouri River points should be abrogated. After answers were 
filed and case assigned for hearing defendants made considerable 
reduction in the rates and abrogated the empty-car charge. Ui)on 
request of complainant, complaint dismissed without prejudice. 

National Petroleum Association v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company ; Pittsburg, 
Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Ix)uis Railway Company; Pennsylvania Company; 
Erie Railroad Company; T^ke Shore & Michigan Southern Railway Com- 
pany; Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company; Chicago, Milwaukee & 
St. Paul Railway Company; and Illinois Central Railroad Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 153.) 

63. Complainant alleged that the through rate on petroleum and its prod- 

ucts over defendants' lines from Oil City, Pa., to Freeport, 111., via 
Cliicago, was 25i cents per 100 pounds, whereas the combination 
rate on Chicago was only 23 cents. Defendants in their answers 
8ignifie<l willingness to reduce the rate to 23 cents and subsequently 
put this rate in effect. Upon request of complainant, after case had 
been assigned for hearing, comi>lalnt dismissed without prejudice. 

Kalamazoo Tank & Silo Company v. Michigan Central Railroad Company and 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 154.) 

64. Complainant shipped one carload of silos, knocked down, from Kala- 

mazoo, Mich., to Elkhom, Wis., via Chicago, over defendants' lines, 
upon which it was charged a joint through rate of 28 cents per 100 
pounds, whereas at the same time defendants* combination rate oa 
Chicago between said points on said eo\ww\c>^VC3 ^^^ w:^.'^ v; ^V5?c>x^\ 
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similar improper adjustment in rates between points not given were 
alleged. After the cjfse was at issue defendants reduced their joint 
through rate from Kalamazoo to Elkhom to 16 cents per 100 pounds, 
and at the hearing they conceded that the 28-cent rate was excessive 
to the extent of a difference between that rate and 17 cents, and 
agreed that improper adjustment In rates between said other points 
should be corrected: Held, That complainant should be awarded 
reparation on the specific shipment on the basis of such difference in 
rates, and that as to other matters mentioned in the case the com- 
plaint be dismissed. 

The Manufacturers' Club of Terre Haute v. Louisville & Nashville Railroad 
Company and Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railway Com- 
pany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 156.) 

65. Complaint alleged that rates on coke from Kentucky and Virginia 

ovens to Terre Haute, Ind., were unreasonable as compared with 
rates on coke from said points of origin to Chicago and other speci- 
fied points, but after the complaint was filed defendants made the 
rates to Terre Haute the same as those to Chicago. Upon com- 
plainant's motion, complaint dismissed 

Miller Brothers v. Atchison, Topeka, & Santa Fe Railway Company. (12 I. C. 
C. Rep., 157.) 

66. Complaint alleged that rates on hogs and cattle from Bliss, Okla., to 

Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo., were unreasonable. Upon request 
of complainants and showing of satisfactory rate adjustment, com- 
plaint dismissed. 

E. M. Wilholt V, Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company and St. I«ouls & 
San Francisco Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 158.) 

67. Complaint alleged that the rate on refined oil from Erie, Kans., to 

Springfield, Mo., was unreasonable of Itself and also as compared 
with the rate on such commodity from Erie to St. Louis, Mo., and 
from Neodesha, Kans., to Springfield; but after the hearing defend- 
ants made the rate from Erie to Springfield the same as the rate 
from Neodesha to Springfield and from Erie to St. Ix)uls. The relief 
demanded by complainant having been conceded, the complaint Is 
dismissed. 

Eber De Cou v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company; Pennsylvania Company, and 
Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 160.) 

68. The present difference in through rates per ICK) pounds on grain, fiour, 

and feed, carloads, from Chicago and other western points to Mount 
Holly and Pemberton, N. J., Is 5 cents. Mount Holly taking the rate 
to New York, and Pemberton, 6 miles east, the New York rate plus 
5 cents. Prior to February, 19(XS, the Mount Holly rate was the New 
York rate plus 3 cents, and for a long period the differential against 
Pemberton In favor of Mount Holly was 2 cents. The Mount Holly 
rate was reduced on account of developed water competition. Under 
the 5-cent differential complainant could save about 21 cents per ICK) 
pounds by shipping to Mount Holly and teaming to Pemberton. Since 
the hearing the Pennsylvania Railroad Company has put In a tariff 
naming a reconslgnment charge on the trafiic of 2^ cents (50 cents per 
ton) from Mount Ilolly to Pemberton. Held, That the present through 
rate to Pemberton as compared with the rate to Mount Holly is exces- 
sive and subjects complainant and Pemberton itself to unreasonable 
prejudice and disadvantage, that the through rate to Pemberton 
should not exceed the New York rate plus 2 cents per 1(X) pounds, and 
should not be at any time more than 2 cents above the rate to Mount 
Holly. 

In the matter of through routes and through rates. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 163.) 

69. Where a through route has been formed the rate charged Is a through 

rate, and the shipment will move upon the rate existing at the time 
It Is billed by the Initial carrier. 

70. A through route Is a continuous line of railway formed by an arrange- 

ment, express or implied, between connecting carriers. It must have 
a rate tor every service it offers ; and as the route is a^ new unit — 
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one line formed of two or more connecting lines — so Its rate for 
every service is a unit, even though It be divided between the several 
carriers arranging themselves into the through route. 

71. Existence of a through route Is to be determined by the Incidents and 

circumstances of the shipment, such as the billing, the transfer 
from one carrier to another, the collection and division of trans- 
portation charges, or the use of a proportional rate to or from 
junction points or basing points. These incidents named are not to 
be regai:ded as exclusive of others which may tend to establish a 
carrier's course of business with respect to through shipments. 

72. Where through billing is given by the originating carrier and is recog- 

nized by all connecting carriers to destination, there Is in existence 
a through route over which a through rate applies, which through 
rate is ascertainable from the tariffs of the participating carriers at 
the date of shipment; and when such rate is made up of the sum 
of the locals, the locals apply as of the date of shipment. Any 
increase in the through rate so made after the date of the shipment, 
or any decrease therein, is not applicable to such through shipments. 

73. Tariffs can not be given a retroactive effect ; they can not be made to 

apply to conditions other than those existing upon the date when 
such tariffs became effective. A combination through rate is as 
binding, definite, and absolute as a joint through rate; and all of 
the conditions, regulations, and privileges obtaining as to any factor 
in such combination rate for through shipment at the time of initial 
shipment upon such combination through rate must be adhered to 
and can not be varied as to that shipment during the period of such 
shipment to its final destination. A local or proportional rate ** in ** 
can not be absorbed, diminished, or affected by any ** out " rate not 
in effect at the time when the traffic moved upon such local or 
proportional rate. 

Board of Trade of Kansas City, Missouri, v. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railway Company; Missouri Pacific Railway Company; Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway Company: and Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 173.) 

74. On complaint that defendants' reconsigning charge of $2 per car on 

grain shipped to Kansas City, and from Kansas City to other mar- 
kets, is unreasonable and unjust, as compared with reconsigning 
practices at St. Louis, Minneapolis, and Chicago, it api)eared that 
the cars are held by the carriers bringing grain into Kansas City on 
their " hold tracks " for inspection, sale, and reconsignment order, 
with forty-eight hours free time before demurrage accrues ; that this 
involves additional service, labor, and expense to the carriers and Is 
a valuable privilege to Kansas City dealers, Involving also withhold- 
ing cars from other shipments for the time so detained ; that this 
charge is absorbed by the carrier when reconslgned over Its own line, 
and by other carriers when reconslgned over their lines, w^hen the 
destination Is a competitive point with another line from Kansas 
City, except by the defendant, the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Company, which makes no distinction as between competi- 
tive and noncomi)etltlve destinations: that when the grain Is milled 
or consumed In Kansas City the billing Is used by shippers to claim 
absorption of the charge on some other car that does go forward 
from Kansas City : thiit any reconsignment charge not absorbed by the 
carrier Is charged back, by the Kansas City dealer, against the coun- 
try shipper of the grain :' that some roads do make a reconsignment 
charge at St. Ix)uls and Chicago, and that at Minneapolis a charge of 
$2 per car, called a ** running through charge," Is assessed when a 
car Is set at an elevator or a mill and Is ordered to another destina- 
tion without being unloaded. Upon the whole record, Held: That the 
reconsignment privilege is apparently wholly in the Interest of the 
grain dealers and of Kansas City as a market, and that the recon- 
signment charge of $2 per ear as applied by defendants Is not exces- 
sive unjust, or discriminatory. 

J. J. Waxelbaum, doing business under the name of J. J. Waxelbaum & Com- 
pany, V. Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company; Southern Railway Ctoaj^'^cjx^N 
CeDtral of Georgia Railway Company •, ^eabo^it^ KVc \iv\i^ ^^\Vw^^ \ ^'^fcs^^J&s' 
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Railroad Company; Macon, Dublin & Savannah Railroad Company; Geor^a 
Southern & Florida Railway Company; Atlanta & West Point Railroad Com- 
pany; Western & Atlantic Railroad Company; Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany; Philadelphiir, Baltimore & Washington Railroad Company; and Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 178.) 

75. Under the act to regulate commerce as amended carriers subject to its 

provisions may not lawfully refuse transportation as therein defined, 
but they must upon reasonable request afford the same upon estab- 
lished rates filed and kept posted as required by law. 

76. The jurisdiction of the Commission and the purposes of the law can not 

be defeated by the omission or failure of carriers to include in their 
schedules and to keep posted and open to public inspection the rates, 
fares and charges for the entire service, both transportation proper 
and refrigeration, which under the law they are bound to provide. 

77. The defendants' charges for the transportation of peaches from Macon 

and Atlanta, Ga., to Philadelphia, New York, Washington and Balti- 
more, including both the charge for carriage and the charge for 
refrigeration, having been complained of as unreasonable and unjust, 
after full hearing, Jleld, That defendants* rates per 100 pounds for 
the transportation of peaches, other than refrigeration, from Macon 
and Atlanta, to wit : 81 cents to Philadelphia and New York and 78 
cents to Baltimore and Washington, and their refrigeration charge 
of 12i cents per crate of 42 pounds, minimum carload 550 crates, 
between such ]>oints, are unreasonable and unjust ; and that defend- 
ants' practices in using one minimum carload requirement for trans- 
portation service other than refrigeration and a different minimum 
carload for refrigeration service is also unreasonable and unjust. 
Held, further, That the rate for transportation other than refrigera- 
tion to Philadelphia and New York on carload shipments should not 
exceed 76 cents per 100 pounds and to Baltimore and Washington 73 
cents per 100 pounds, such rates to apply on a carload minimum of 
20,000 pounds for 36-foot cars and 22,500 pounds for 40-foot cars, 
and that the refrigeration charge on such shipments should not 
exceed 11 cents i)er crate of 42 iwunds and api)ly on a carload mini- 
mum of 476 crates for 36- foot cars and 535 crates for 40-foot cars. 
Held, further. That defendants' demurrage charge of $5 per day for 
detention of refrigerator cars by shippers, after expiration of twenty- 
four hours free time, and defendants' present rates on less than car- 
load shipments, are not shown upon the record to be unreasonable 
or unjust. 

Producers' Pipe Line Company v, St. Tx)uis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway 
Company; St. I^ouis Southwestern Railway Company; Texas & Pacific Rail- 
way Company ; Houston & Texas Central Railroad Company ; Missouri, Kan- 
sas & Texas Railway Company ; and Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany of Texas. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 186.) 

78. In formal proceedings before the Commission, complaints must be 

prosecuted with reasonable diligence, and the (Commission par- 
ticularly insists that when a case has been formally assigned for 
hearing on a day certain, the parties shall appear and present such 
evidence as they may wish to offer in support of their contentions, 
or, in advance of the date set, request postponement on stated 
grounds, showing good and suflicient cause for delay. 

79. Complainant having abandoned the case, complaint dismissed for want 

of prosecution. 

Johnston-Larimer Dry Goods Company v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company et al. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 188.) 

80. Defendants' motion for rehearing In this proceeding Is denied. 

D. M. Payne v, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 190.) 

81. Complaint alleged that defendant's carload rate on apples from Kansas 

City, Mo., to El Paso, Tex., w^as unreasonable In that an arbitrary 
weight greater than the actual weight was Imposed, but subse- 
quently defendant amended Its tariff so as to make It apply to only 
actual weight on such ap[)les. Complaint dismissed. 
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George D. Hope Lumber Company v, Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 191.) 

82. Defendant charged a rate of $1.05 per ton on coal in carloads from 

Mineral, Kans., to Freeman, Mo., while it had in force a rate of 80 
cents per ton from Mineral to Harrison v ill e, Mo., a longer distance 
point by its line. At the hearing it was agreed that defendant should 
make the 80-cent rate effective to Freeman and that complainaift 
should withdraw its claim for reparation. Order entered accordingly. 

Barden & Swarthout v, Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
1»3.) 

83. Complainants petition the Commission to require defendant to provide 

a switch connection to a proposed industrial siding on complainants' 
property in the city of Geneva, N. Y. A verbal understanding was 
had between complainants and defendant in 1904 for the construction 
of said siding and switch. Complainants refused to sign an agree- 
ment containing a stipulation that coal business should never be 
carried on in connection with the siding and switch, and defendant 
refused to make the switch connection. Complainants brought suit 
in court, proper service was not had,^ and case was abandoned. 
After the act to regulate commerce was amended, complaint was filed 
with the Commission praying for an order for switch connection and 
for reparation on account of estimatini business losses. Held, That 
the Commission does not recognize the right of a carrier to dictate 
as to the business which will be conducted from and along a siding 
which is connected with its lines, excepting so far as may be reason- 
able with regard to commodities, the transportation and storage of 
which is attended by much risk and danger to life and property. 
It is also Held, That prior to the enactment of the amendments to 
the act to regulate commerce, which were approved June 29, 1906, 
this Commission was not empowered to order such switch connec- 
tion ; that amendment, approved June 29, 1906, .specifically requires 
• complainants to make written application upon the carrier for the 

desired switch connection ; that in order for the Commissicm to have 
Jurisdiction of the question it is necessary that such written applica- 
tion be made subsequent to the date ui)on which said amendment 
became effective. No such application has been made in this case 
since 1904, and the case is therefore dismissed because of lack of 
jurisdiction. 

J. B. Walker v. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Comi>any and United States Express 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 196.) 

84. Defendants operate, for the convenience of suburbanites, a " parcels 

express" from Philadelphia, Pa., to certain points upon the Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad, whereby packages of not more than 50 
pounds can be sent to such points by afilxing a stamp, the charge for 
which varies according to weight. Complainant, an occasional but 
not a regular patron of the road, complainea in September last that 
he was denied, prior to August 28, 1906, such privilege, upon the 
ground that he was not a patron of the road. Persfms to whom com- 
plainant sent packages were also occasional passengers on this road. 
Since August 28 the privilege has been extended to complainant and 
the public generally, but defendants insist that it is their right to 
restrict the privilege to the patrons of the road, for whoso benefit 
it is intended. Held, Upon tlie facts existing i)revious to amended 
act, that the complaint w^s well foundcnl, because to apply to com- 
plainant a particular rule not applied to the general public is clearly 
an unjust discrimination; but that defendants were not in violation 
of law when complaint was filed and hearing had. 

85. The defendant railroad company transports packages of a certain kind 

free only when they belong to commuters or to a person who is a 
passenger uiK)n the train. No opinion is expresscnl upon the lawful- 
ness of this practice, nor as to whether such defendant might, as a 
part of the contract of sale of a commutation ticket, provide that the 
privileges of this parcels express should be extendcnl to the holder 
of such ticket or that the purchase of a ticket to one of these stations 
should carry with it the right to purchase vvwd \\«fe ^ vyst\sN\\>L \!^\s^^^^ 
of these stamps. 
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86. The defendant express company is a common carrier engaged in the 

transportation of paclLages lilce those carried by the parcels express 
between the same points, and it is the duty of that defendant to 
establish for the benefit of the public an adequate service at a reason- 
able compensation. Whether the amount of these stamps would afford 
such compensation is not now considered. 

Henry M. Rau v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company; Philadelphia, Baltimore & 
Washington Railroad Company; Southern Railway Company; Cumberland 
Valley Railroad Company; and Norfolk & Western Railway Company. {12 
I. C. C. Rep., 199.) 

87. The complainant ships bags from Newark, N. J., to Stanley, Luray and 

Greenville, Va., over the Pennsylvania, Cumberland Valley and 
Norfolk & Westei*n roads, in less than carloads, which are used in 
carload shipments of ground bark from such Virginia points to New- 
ark and other points 'in that vicinity, and upon the bag shipments 
from Newark a rate of 38 cents per 100 pounds is charged, while on 
complainant's competitors' shipments of bags from Newark to Bar- 
boursville and Charlottesville, A"a., via the Pennsylvania and South- 
em roads, a rate of 22 cents is in force, such difference in rates 
resulting from the use of different freight classifications. Upon 
consideration of all the facts and circumstances: The Commission 
holds that the rate on bags, less than carloads, from Newark to 
Stanley, Luray and Greenville should not exceed 22 cents per 100 
pounds. 

Jamos E. Nield v. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Com- 
liany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 202.) 

88. C'Omplainant sought an order compelling defendant to install a side track 

from its lines at Sioux Falls, S. Dak., to complainant's nearby* coal 
HhtHls. It appearing at the hearing that defendant is willing to in- 
stall such side track upon payment of actual cost thereof and agree- 
ment by complainant that the side track may be removed when* a 
pn)i>osed new station building is undertaken, no order will now be 
made, but the case is retained awaiting action of the parties. 

Now York 'l\*am Owners' Association i\ Southern Pacific Company. (12 I. C. C. 
lU^W, 204.) 

8l>. IH^fondant employs a particular trucking firm to transport through 
sliipments via its line from railroad depots in and about New York 
l^lty to its pier No. 25, in New York, and gives preference at such 
pier to the through traffic transferred by such trucking firm over 
tnUHc originating in New York and vicinity brought to the pier by 
other trucking firms. The pier is inadequate for the business of 
defendant, and congestion and delay result. The pier is not closed 
at night until all waiting trmcks are unloaded, and it is soon to be 
iH^nslderably ^enlarged. No instance of injury resulting to shippers 
or their traffic and no discrimination amounting to exclusion from 
the pier were shown: Hcldy That such preference does not operate 
unduly or unreasonably against other truck owners members of the 
ctmiplaiuing association. 

JkfMT^lKv t^» (^unimny f*. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Comimny; 
tIMlitlwni Kanms Railway of Texas; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
MMr% MbMUirl, Kansas & Texas Railway Company of Texas; Missouri 
KitW' KAtlway Comi)any; St. Ijouis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway 
ttiOTifCr" Chtoagoi Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company; St. Louis & 
^MFrnkHwo Railroad Company: Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway 
^hMHMOr^ MlKK^^iri, Oklahoma and Gulf Railway Company; and Ft. Worth 
VliiiXa\^lT Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 204.) 
g^ ^^l^l^lmmt alleged that the rates on crude petroleum and fuel oils of 
^f<I|it* und 49 cents per 100 pounds from Indian Territory and 
potnts, respectively, to Amarillo, Texas, were unreasonable; 
__«• liearlng defendants agreed to put in force a rate of 19 
Mr 100 pouiids upon the said commodities from certain points 
H lind Indian Territory to Amarillo. Upon request of com- 
Cjapln**** dismissed. 
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R. R. Shiel & Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Comimny ; Chicago & Alton 
Railway Company; Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company; Indi- 
ana, Illinois & Iowa Railroad Company; Lake Shore & Michigan Southern 
Railway Company; New York Central & Hudson River Railroad Company; 
Boston & Albany Railroad Company; Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
Railroad Company, and Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
210.) 

91. The privilege of stopping hogs in transit shipped from western points 

to the East in order that they may be sorted and reconsigned under 
the through rate from point of origin can not be enforced against 
carriers in favor of any single point or shipper in the absence of law- 
fully established tariffs making such privilege open to the public at 
large. 

92. Xo whatever extent long previous existence of lower rates in actual 

use may justify an inference or presumption that they are suffi- 
ciently high, the mere publication of such rates, under which there 
has been no appreciable movement of traffic, is not conclusive proof 
that they are reasonably remunerative to the carriers. 

93. All privileges accorded on shipments in transit and which affect the 

value of the service performed must be published in the tariffs, and 
reparation based on breach of contract for a privilege which was not 
mentioned in the tariffs must be denied the shipper because its allow- 
ance without publication was in violation of law. 

94. The facts, circumstances, and conditions bearing upon the question of 

the reasonableness of the rates in issue have not been sufficiently 
developed to afford a proper basis for satisfactorily determining that 
question. Complaint dismissed. 

The Stowe-Fuller Company v. Pennsylvania Company; Pennsylvania Railroad 
Company, and Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep.. 215.) 

95. Complaint in this case was directed solely against present differences 

in defendants' rates on fire, building and paving brick from Empire, 
Strasburg, and other points in Ohio to New York City and other 
eastern destinations, but no attack was made upon the reasonableness 
of the rates on either kind of brick except as involved in the claim 
that any difference in the rates for the different kinds is unlawful : 
Ileldy Upon the facts and circumstances of the case, that no such 
distinction between these three classes of brick, which are made of 
the same material, come out of the same kiln, are nearly alike in 
color, and are of the same size and weight, exists as justifies a differ- . 
ence in rates. To hold otherwise would be to promote false billing 
by the shippers and to require carriers to make a practically Impos- 
sible examination Into the use to which each shipment of these brick 
was put. 

96. Classification must be based upon a real distinction from a transporta- 

tion standpoint. Aside from the difficulty In learning what use the 
brick were to be put to upon reaching their distlnation, the Commis- 
sion can not regard a classification as scientific, or a difference In 
rates as well based, which Is altogether fomided upon a distinction 
that has no transi)ortation significance. Such a differentiation. If 
permitted and extended throughout the various classes of freight, 
would lead to an almost endless multiplication of rates, which could 
find no excuse save the use which might be made of the article 
transported. 

Desel-Boettcher Company r. Kansas City Southern Railway Company, Tex- 
arkana & Fort Smith Railway C/Ompany, St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company, and International & Great Northern Railroad Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 220.) 

97. For the purpose of naming rates to various points in Texas, stations 

upon the Kansas City Southern Railway are grouped in territories 
as follows: Coming south from Kansas City all stations up to, but 
not Including SI loam Springs, are In Kansas City territory, while 
Slloam Springs and stations for a certain distance south are em- 
braced In Little Rock territory. Defendants transferred Siloam 
Springs from Little Rock territory Into Kansas City t^YTV^ssrs . ^v^k^- 
plainant alleged that this change, TeavvVWiv^ Va. «>». ^^N^\tfifc «5i^ "Cs^fc 
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rates on green apples in carloads from 49 cents to 58 cents per 100 
pounds from Siloam Springs to Houston, Tex., was unwarranted. 
The group rates must of necessity result in a certain amount of 
discrimination, but tbey should produce as little discrimination as 
ix)ssible. TTpon the facts of this case, the change of Siloam Springs 
from the Little Rock group to the Kansas City group did not result 
in undue discrimination. 

Dallas Freight Bureau v. Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company; 
Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company; Missouri, Kansas & Texas 
Railway Company of Texas; Texas & Pacific Railway Company; Atchison, 
Toi)oka & Santa Fe Railway Company: Houston & Texas Central Railroad 
Company; Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway Company; Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway Company; and St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 223.) 

98. It api>ears that the rates to Dallas, Tex., from certain mines on defend- 

ants' lines in Indian Territory and southern Arkansas have lately 
been increased from $1.25 to $1.50 per ton on slack coal and from 
$1.85 to $2.10 per ton on mine-run coal. Upon complaint that the 
present rates on such coal are unreasonable and request that the 
lower rates be restored : Held, That under all the circumstances dis- 
disclost^d by the record and following former decisions of this Com- 
mission on the reasonableness of coal rates of these defendants in 
adjacent territory, the rates from the mines that now take the $2.10 
and $1.50 rates to Dallas should not for the future exceed $1.90 on 
mine-run and lunjr> and $1.40 on slack coal. As to the mines that 
now take rates of $1.85 and $1.25 to Dallas, there should be some 
corresponding reduction, but as to these mines no order is now made. 

99. While the revenue per ton per mile over other routes on other lines and 

to other destinations is often suggestive in arriving at a proper esti- 
mate of the reasonableness of a rate over a route complained of, it 
is by no means conclusive. Varying conditions existing on diflferent 
lines must of necessity justify differences in rates for hauls of the 
same distance. The real question In any such complaint is the rea- 
sonableness of a particular rate on the particular line between the 
I)artlcular points In question. In testing such a rate the rates on the 
same or adjacent lines in the immediate territory where the same 
conditions exist are of much greater significance and afford a much 
more accurate basis for the Commission's action. 

100. No claim for reparation was made in the complaint in this case and 

no testimony was taken to such issue, but after the case had been 
heard and taken under advisement reparation was asked informally : 
fIcUiy That under such facts the Commission declines to entertain 
the claim for reparation in connection with the rates complained of. 
The (Commission Is not disposed to try complaints by piecemeal ; nor 
Is it proper, unless some reasonable ground for It be shown or the 
Coninilsslou has so ordered, to l)rlng forward a claim for reparation 
after a complaint has been heard and taken under advisement. 

Southern Grocery Company and Holmes-Hartsfield Company v, Georgia 
Northern Railway Comi)any, of Georgia; Atlanta, Birmingham & Atlantic 
Railroad Company; Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company; Central of 
Georgia Railway Company; Albany & Northern Railway Company; Georgia 
Southern & Florida Railway Company ; Seaboard Air liine Railway ; Mobile 
& Ohio Railroad Company: lx)uisville & Nashville Railroad Company; South- 
ern Railway Company; Western & Atlantic Railroad Company; St. Louis & 
San Francisco Railroad Company; and Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas 
I»acific Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 229.) 

101. Complaint alleged that defendants* rates, which are higher from Louis- 

ville, Cincinnati, Memphis, and Nashville to Moultrie, Ga., than from 
the same points of origin to Tlfton, Valdosta, Quitman. Thomasville, 
and Fitzgerald, <ia., are unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory: 
Held, Ui)on the record made in this case, that the circumstances and 
conditions surrounding the transportation of freight by defendants 
from such iwints of origin to Moultrie are not substantially dissimilar 
from those surrounding the transportation from such points of origin 
to said other near-by Georgia points, and that the practice of charg- 
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ing such higher rates to Moultrie is unjustly discriminatory, unrea- 
sonable and unlawful ; and, Heldy further, that the just and reason- 
able practice would be to charge for such transportation to Moultrie 
the same rates from such points of origin as are charged therefrom to 
Tifton, Valdosta, Quitman, Thomasville, and Fitzgerald. 

The Railroad Commission of the State of Arkansas v. St. Louis & North Arkan- 
sas Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 233.) 

102. The defendant road being unfinished, without through connections, not 

extravagantly managed, under the necessity of making extensions 
required by public authority and the need of equipment and exten- 
sion, and not earning sufficient to more than meet its operating 
expenses, .and fixed charges notJiaving been shown to be excessive, 
should not, in the judgment of the Commission, under all the circum- 
stances at this time, be required to transport interstate passengers 
at the same rates per mile as are finished, well-equipped, and pros- 
perous roads. 

China & Japan Trading Company, Limited; American Trading Company; A. 
Norden & Company ; Arnhold, Karberg & Company : and Fearon, Daniel & 
Company v. Georgia Railroad Company; Central of Georgia Railway Com- 
pany; Southern Railway Company; Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company; 
Southern Railway Company; Atlanta & West Point Railroad Company; 
Western & Atlantic Railroad Company ; Western Railway of Alabama ; 
Charleston & Western Carolina Railway Company; Columbia, Newberry & 
Laurens Railroad Company ; Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Company ; Illinois 
Central Railroad Company; Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company; 
Nashville, Chattanoogo & St. Louis Railway Company; Seaboard Air Line 
Railway ; Mobile & Ohio Railroad Company ; Texas & Pacific Hallway Com- 
pany; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company; Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway Company; Southern Pacific Company; Great Northern 
Railway Company; Northern Pacific Railway Company; Union Pacific Rail- 
road Company ; Oregon Railroad & Navigation Company : Oregon Short Line 
Railroad Company; Canadian Pacific Railway Company; Great Northern 
Steamship Company; and Occidental & Oriental Steamship Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 236.) 

103. Defendants' rates on cotton-piece goods from New England mills 

through I'aclfic coast i^oints to the Orient is $11.25 for 40 cubic 
feet of measured space, equivalent to about 85 cents per 100 pounds ; 
their rates on the Siime article from southern mills over the same 
route is $1.25 per hundred pounds; Held, Upon complaint that this 
adjustment is unreasonable in itself and also discriminates against 
southern mills in favor of New England mills, that the complaint is 
not sustained. Enterprise Manufacturing Company v. Georgia R. R. 
Co, et al., 12 I. C. C. Rep., 149, cited and approved. 

104. The evidence of complainants strongly tended to show that an illegal 

agreement to advance rates on cotton-piece goods was entered into 
by transcontinental lines and that the advanced rates were put in 
in consequence of that agreement; but it is not necessary to pass 
upon that question, because if it were answered in favor of com- 
plainant the Commission should still be of the opinion that this 
would afford no ground for either reducing the rate from southern 
mills or awarding reparation. The mere fact that the advance was 
the product of an unlawful combination will not justify the Com- 
mission in setting aside such rate if the Coniniisslon is of the opinion 
that such rate is not unreasonably high. Tift v. Southern Ry, Co. et 
a/., 10 I. C. C. Rep., 548, and other decisions of the Commission 
cited and followed. 

Nobles Brothers Grocer Company; Morrow-Thomas Hardware Company, suc- 
cessors to SpringfoUow-Hume Hardware Comi)any; White & Kirk; Amarillo 
Hardware Company ; Amarillo Cold Storage Company ; and E. R. Roach 
Drug Company r. Fort Worth & Denver City Railway Company; Colorado 
& Southern Railway Company: Southern Kansas Railway Company of Texas; 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; Pecos & Northern Texas 
Railway Company ; Pecos Valley & Northeastern Railway Company ; Chicago, 
Rock Island & Gulf Railway Company : and Chicago, Rock IslaxKl & ^^vjSSsr. 
Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep,, 242.^ 
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105. Original complaint herein was mainly directed to the claim that Ama- 

rillo, Tex., should be made a Texas conunon point, but one paragraph 
alleged unreasonable rates from points without the State of Texas 
to Amarillo, and complainants attempted to show upon tiie hearing 
under this paragraph that certain specific rates were too high: 
Held, That the complaint should have explicitly directed attention 
of defendants to the rates which were to be put in issue and passed 
upon by the Commission, and that therefore the testimony offered 
was inadmissible. Complainants allowed to amend complaint and 
defendants given opportunity to introduce further testimony upon 
tlie issues thus made. 

106. Competition between carriers from producing points in the Middle 

West and the Atlantic Seaboard over the right to serve different 
portions of the State of Texas was finally adjusted by making the 
rates to all parts of the common-point territory the same, with a 
few exceptions ; but Amarillo, situated in the Pan Handle of Texas, 
142 miles north and west of Quanah, the last common-point station 
of one of the defendants, does not properly fall within the com- 
petitive lines, and therefore complainants' contention that Ajnarillo 
should be placed in Texas common-point territory should not be 
sustained. 

107. It appears in this case that a certain defined territory in the northern 

part of Texas, commonly known as the Burnt District, takes from Kan- 
sas City and other Missouri River points lower rates than are made to 
the balance of the State, in recognition of greater proximity to these 
Texas ix)ints; the class rates from Kansas City to Fort Worth, rep- 
resentative of the Burnt District, are higher than from Kansas City 
to Amarillo, though Amarillo is less than the average distance to the 
Burnt District; and that the Santa Fe System is rebuilding Its road 
to Amarillo, which will soon be situated upon its main line: Held, 
That the present class rates from Kansas City to Amarillo are unrea- 
8o«al)le and unjust and that the commodity rates between said points 
should not exceed those from Kansas City to Fort Worth; but that 
the class rates from St. Louis to Amarillo may properly be higher 
than from St. Louis to Fort Worth. 

Georgia Edwards r. Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Company, op- 
erating The Western & Atlantic Railroad. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 247.) 

108. Carriers may not discriminate between white and colored passengers 

paying the same fare in the accommodations which they furnish to 
each. 

109. Segregation of white and colored passengers on interstate journeys is 

a reasonable regulation of Interstate traflSc and permissible under the 
act to regulate commerce. 

110. Where a carrier provides facilities for personal cleanliness In first- 

class coaches devoted to the use of white passengers, and a separate 
smoking compartment for the use of such passengers also, similar 
accommodations should be provided for colored passengers paying 
first-class fare. 

Omaha Cooperage Company v. Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Com- 
pany; Illinois Central Railroad Company; St. I^uls, Iron Mountain & South- 
oni Itailway Company; and Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company. 
(12 I. C. C. Rep., 250.) 

111. Complaint alleges that the rates of the Nashville, Chattanooga & St. 

Ix)uis and Illinois Central roads on oak staves and headings from 
Hollow Rock and other Tennessee points of origin to Kast St. Louis 
when destined to South Omaha, Nebr., are imreasonable when com- 
pared with the rates on such commodities over said roads from the 
same points of origin to East St. Louis when destined for Alexandria, 
Mo., or Keokuk, Iowa. The South Omaha rate is a combination of 
the 14-cent rate of the N., C. & St. L. and 111. Central plus the " local " 
rate of 10 cents of the C, B. & Q., whereas the Keokuk or Alexandria 
rate is a joint rate of 19 cents, 14 cents to the two first carriers and 
5 cents to the C, B. & Q. Complainant made no complaint against 
the C, B. & Q. rate. It appears that some years ago the division 
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gave the C, B. & Q. its full " local " from East St. Louis to Keokuk 
or Alexandria, and the two eastern carriers 2 cents less than their 
joint rate to East St Louis; but the division as now made gives 
theee two roads the same earnings on cooperage products carried 
from Tennessee points to East St Louis, whether destined to South 
Omaha, Alexandria, or Keokuk. Complaint dismissed. 

Sioux City Commercial Club v. Chicago, Milwaukee & St Paul Hallway Com- 
pany; Illinois Central Railroad Company; Chicago & Northwestern Railway 
Company; Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company; Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway Company ; Chicago, St Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company ; and Great Northern Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 
253.) 

112. Complaint in this case brought in question the reasonableness of de- 

fendants' rates from Chicago to Sioux Cily, in themselves, and as 
compared with rates from Chicago to Sioux Falls; ux)on motion of 
complainant for dismissal of complaint, on the ground that defend- 
ants had given notice of compliance with prayer of complaint, so far 
as same refers to the relation of rates ftom Chicago to Sioux 
City and Sioux Falls, complaint dismissed. 

City Council of Atchison, Kansas, v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company; Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company, and Atchison, Topeka i Santa 
Fe Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 254.) 

113. Defendants' motion for rehearing in this proceeding is denied. 

Howard Mills Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company ; Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Railway Comx)any ; Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Com- 
pany; Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company; Denver .& Rio 
Grande Railroad CJompany; Southern Pacific Company; and Union Pacific 
Railroad CJompany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 258.) 

114. Ck)mplainant alleged that the defendants unduly discriminated against 

Kansas millers, in favor of California millers, by exacting rates for 
the transportation of flour which were 10 cents greater per 100 
pounds than the rates contemporaneously exacted by them for the 
transportation of wheat from Wichita and other shipping points in 
Kansas to points in California known as " Pacific coast terminals, " 
and also by exacting rates for the tram^rtation of flour which were 
35 cents per 100 pounds greater than the rates contemporaneously 
exacted by them for the transportation of wheat ftrom said shipping 
points to Phoenix, Ariz. Held, That under the circumstances and 
conditions disclosed by the record in this case, and following decisions 
of this Commission in other similar cases, the flour rates between 
said shipping and destination points should not exceed the wheat 
rates between such points by more than 7 cents per 100 pounds. 

115. There is no inflexible requirement tliat rates upon grain and the prod- 

ucts of the grain should be, under all circumstances, the same, but 
rather that carriers may, in just regard for their own interest or to 
meet special conditions, vary those rates within narrow limits. When 
once the relation has been established, business developed, and money 
expended upon the strength of it, then the carrier can not, in the 
absence of some sufficient reason, change that relation; nor would 
this Commission direct a change. 

Uope Cotton Oil (Company v. Texas & Pacific Railway Company and St I^ouis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 265.) 

116. Complaint alleged that the defendants' joint through rate of 67 cents 

per 100 pounds on cotton seed, in carloads, from points north of 
Shreveport, in Louisiana, on the T. & P. Ry. via Texarkana to Hope, 
Ark., on the St. L., I. M. & S. Ry., is unreasonable and unduly dis- 
criminatory, and that a just and reasonable rate would be a through 
rate equal to the sum of the present local rates in and out of Tex- 
arkana, which is 17i cents per 100 pounds. After complaint was filed, 
defendants put in effect between the points of origin in Louisiana and 
Hope a joint through rate of 30 cents per 100 pounds on cotton seed 
in carloads, with a minimum weight of 30,000 pounds per car. Held^ 

24274—08 14 
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W. O. Mitchell, v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; Chicago, 

Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company ; St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 

Company; and Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company. (12 t. C. C. 

Rep., 324.) 

133. Defendants* rate of 281 cents per 100 pounds for the transportation of 

wheat from Oklahoma City, Okla., to Gainesville and Fort Worth, 

Tex., found unreasonable, and defendants required to establish in lieu 

thereof a rate of 20 cents to Gainesville and a rate of 22 cents to Fort 

Worth. 

Enterprise Transportation Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company and 
New England Navigation Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 326.) 

Complainant has been operating a line of steamboats on Ix>ng Island Sound 
since some time in the year 1905. Its boats ply between Fall River 
and New York City, and call en route at Jamestown, R. I. Its prin- 
cipal competitor is the New England Navigation Company, which Is 
owned and controlled by the New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Company. The boats of the Navigation CJompany ply be- 
tween Fall River and New York City and stop at Newport, R. I., 
but do not now stop and never have stopped at Jamestown. Previous 
to the time complainant began business as aforesaid the navigation 
company and Pennsylvania Railroad Company maintained, and have 
ever since maintained, and applied to the transportation of fish a 
through route and joint rate from Newport to Philadelphia. At 
the time complainant began to operate as aforesaid no such route 
or rate was in existence from Jamestown to Philadelphia. A large 
tonnage of fish is shipped annually by water from Jamestown, which 
is about 3 miles from Newport. At some time during the summer 
of 1906, and after complainant had begun operations, the navigation 
company and Pennsylvania Railroad Company, by using the Narra- 
gansett Ferry Company as their agent to receive shipments of fish 
at Jamestown and transport same from that point to Newport, ex- 
tended said through route to Jamestown. This service was dis- 
continued about November 1, 1906, but renewed about February 1, 
1907, and has been continuously maintained since, except that when 
the boats of the Narragansett Ferry CJompany are not running, the 
transportation from Jamestown to Newport is performed by the 
Newport and Jamestown Ferry CJompany. 

The through rates to Philadelphia are: From Newport, 34 cents per 100 
pounds, and from Jamestown, 37 cents. Out of these rates the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad CJompany receives 7 cents per 100 pounds for the 
transportation from New York to Philadelphia, and the ferry com- 
pany receives 3 cents for the transportation from Jamestown to 
Newport. The ferry company is named as a party to the tariff 
prescribing the through rates, but refuses to concur in the tariff or 
file with the Commission its rates for the transportation from 
Jamestown to Newport. The local rate of the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company for transporting fish from New York to Philadelphia 
is 22 cents per 100 pounds. 

(Complainant receives at Jamestown shipments of fish destined to Phila- 
delphia and delivers same to the Pennsylvania Railroad Company 
at New York. Deliveries to the latter are made at the same place 
and about the same time, whether carried thereto by complainant or 
by the navigation company, and reach Philadelphia at the same time 
in the one case as in the other, but such shipments leave Jamestown 
a little earlier when carried over complainant's line than when 
the carriage is over said through route. When the initial shipment 
is over complainant's line the Pennsylvania Railroad Company ex- 
acts for the haul from New York to Philadelphia said local rato 
of 22 cents, and refuses to make with complainant a through route 
and apply thereto a joint rate. 

Ck)mplainant*s local rate for transporting fish from Jamestown to the place 
where delivery is made to the Pennsylvania Railroad Company, as 
aforesaid, including drayage across the city of New York, is 17^ 
cents per 100 pounds, while the local rate of the navigation com- 
pany for transporting fish from Newport to such place of delivery, 
including said drayage, Is 23 cents per 100 pounds. 
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Upon all the facts and circumstances disclosed by the record. Held, 

134. That from Jamestown to Philadelphia no satisfactory through route 

exists within the meaning of the language of the act to regulate com- 
merce. 

135. That, even if the present arrangement should be regarded as a satis- 

factory through route, complainant's right to maintain this proceed- 
ing would not be affected thereby, since, at the time the complaint 
was filed, through route from Jamestown by defendants' lines had 
been abandoned and for a time thereafter was not in operation. 

136. That the Pennsylvania Railroad and complainant should.be required 

to establish, for the transportation of fish, from Jamestown to Phil- 
adelphia, a through route, and apply thereto a joint rate of not more 
than 34 cents per 100 pounds, except that the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Company may, if it wishes to do so, apply to the Commission 
for an order requiring complainant to indemni^ it against any loss 
it may suffer in the premises by reason of the financial irresponsi- 
bility of complainant. 

Eoswell Commercial Club; Carlsbad Commercial Club; Artesia Commercial 
Club; Merchants* Association of Hagerman, and Chaves County Wool Grow- 
ers' Association v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; Pecos 
Vall^ & Northeastern Railway Company ; Pecos & Northern Texas Railway 
Company; Pecos River Railroad Company; Southern Kansas Railway Com- 
pany of Texas ; Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company ; Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway Company; Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway 
Company ; Fort Worth & Denver City Railway Company ; Colorado & South- 
em Railway Company; Texas & Pacific Railway Company; St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern Railway Company; St Louis & San Francisco Rail- 
road Company; Missouri Kansas & Texas Railway Company, and Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas Railway Company of Texas. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 339.) 

137. Complaint in this case put in issue reasonableness of rates between 

various points in the United States and Roswell, Artesia, Hagerman, 
and Carlsbad, in the Territory of New Mexico : Held, That, under the 
-facts disclosed in the record, the present class rates from Kansa.'^ City 
and St. Louis, Mo. ; Galveston, Tex., and Denver, Colo., to said points 
in New Mexico are unjust and unreasonable; and that commodity 
rates on grain and grain products from points in Kansas and Okla- 
homa; on lumber from points in Texas ahd Louisiana; on salt in 
sacks from Hutchinson, Kans., to said points in New Mexico ; and on 
apples, alfalfa, and alfalfa meal from said points in New Mexico to 
Fort Worth, Tex., are excessive and reductions ordered. 

Farmers, Merchants and Shippers' Club of Kansas v. Atchison. Topeka & Santa 
Fe Railway Company and Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company; 
Farmers, Merchants and Shippers' Club of Kansas v. Chicago, Rock Island & 
Pacific Railway Company; Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway Company; 
Houston & Texas Central Railroad Company; Galveston, Harrisburg & San 
Antonio Railway Company; Galveston, Houston & Henderson Railroad Com- 
pany; International & Great Northern Railroad Company; and Gulf, Colo- 
rado & Santa Fe Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 351.) 

138. The complaint put in issue the reasonableness of defendants' rates on 

grain from Wichita and other shipping points in Kansas to Kansas 
City, Mo., to Galveston, Tex., for export, and to various destinations 
in Texas for domestic consumption. • 

139. The rates to Galveston for export, and to the various destinations in 

Texas for domestic consumption, found unreasonable per ae, and re- 
ductions ranging from 3 to 5 cents per 1(X) pounds ordered. 

140. It appeared that the rates from said shipping points must be the same 

to Kansas City, Mo., as to Kansas City, Kans.; that after the com- 
plaint herein was filed the legislature of Kansas reduced 15 per cent 
the rates to the latter point, whereupon defendants, after accepting 
said reductions, reduced correspondingly the rates to Kansas City, 
Mo. For these reasons no action was taken concerning the latter 
rates. 
141« The destination points in Texas are divided into groups numbered 1, 2, 
3, and 4. At the hearing representatives of the cit^ oJt VsKaRsw^*^-^ 
contended that that city eihonld Y>e ttanfttctxej^ tcwsi «c5y5x^*2»\ft ^ff!" 
1, and the contention was upheld. 
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142. Undue discrimination a^inst said shipping points in favor of Kansas 

City, Mo., was alleged, but that feature of the complaint was not 
sustained. 

Territory of Oklahoma v. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company; 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company; Missouri, Kansas & Texas 
Railway Company; Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company of Texas; 
Chicago, Rock Island & Texas Railway Company; St Louis, Kansas City 
& Colorado Railroad Company; St Louis & San Francisco Railroad C^om- 
pany; Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway Company; Gulf, Colorado & 
Santa Fe Railway Company; Houston & Texas Central Railroad Company; 
Southern Pacific Company ; Texas & Pacific Railway Company ; Texas Midland 
Railroad; Galveston, Houston & Henderson Railroad Company; International 
& Great Northern Railroad Company; and Galveston, Harrisburg & San 
Antonio Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 367.) 

143. Defendants* rates on wheat and com shipped from points in Oklahoma 

Territory to (lalvestou, Tex., for export, found unreasonable, and 
reductions in such rates ordered. 

Commercial and Industrial Association of Union Springs, Ala., v.' Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad Company; Southern Railway Company; Illinois Central 
Railroad Company; Mobile & Ohio Railroad Company; St. Louis & San 
Francisco Railroad Company; Nashville, Chattanooga & St Louis Railway 
Company; Central of Georgia Railway Company; Western Railway of Ala- 
bama ; Seaboard Air Line Railway ; and Union Springs and Northern Railway 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 372.) 

144. In a territory where the basing point system has been in operation 

since the advent of railroads, rates to a complaining point made by 
a combination of the through rate to the nearest trade center and the 
local beyond need not, under the construction of the fourth section 
of the act by the Supeme Court, be reduced to the basis of every 
neighboring point of like distance when the other points in the group 
whose rates are sought have the advantage of water or other com- 
petition. 

145. Not all discriminations, but only those which are unreasonable, are 

unlawful. 

146. Where undue discrimination is not shown, the rates complained of 

can only be reduced by the Commission when in its opinion they are 
sliown to bo unreasonable In themscjlves. 

Commercial and Industrial Association of Union Springs, Alabama, v. Central 
of Georgia Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 375.) 

147. Whether the practice of considering compression of cotton in transit 

an Incident of transportation, and therefore a matter wholly within 
the discretion and control of the carrier as to the instruments em- 
ployed, neither the grower nor the consumer being directly Interesttni, 
will not be decided without a general investigation covering the 
whole field of production and markets, and can not be determined on 
an insufilclent inquiry at a single point. 

\Y«rrt»« Manufacturing Company ; Granlteville Manufacturing Company ; Enter- 
prlKO Manufacturing Company; Sibley Manufacturing C-ompany; Augusta 
Taotory; mul John P. King Manufacturing Company r. Southeni Railway 
\Vm|m'ny: Atlantic Coast Line Railroad C'Omi)any: Charleston & Western 
^^ivlluii Railway (-ompany; Seaboard Air Line Railway; Central of Georgia 
Uc4»lwHy Comimny; Clyde Steamship Company; Old Dominion Steamship 
\\W»i>*u>'; lUid Ocean Steamship Company of Savannah. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 

■^^S. tlH* «biH^ri»tlon of a competing line of railway by another In alleged 
xi^^Utlon of the statutes of a state is a mutter within the control of 
i^ *t«to ivurts and can be considered by the Commission only in Its 
nTH^MK' lt*uU8 of inducing unreasonable rates. 
?r^ \«N«telKm of the so-called antitrust act by unwarranted agreements 
Ir nmttnt of trade by carriers of Interstate commerce Is not within 
^ ^triMMHMl of the Ciommission but only the correction of unroa- 
^MHiMr TKtW ^Ich may be the puriH)se and effect of such Illegal act. 
•c^^*htiwwi rtirriage of any article of freight at certain rates, 
.n WjMl!<l?Wr ^ pmumption that such rates are reasonable and 
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remunerative, is not alone conclusive, but to carry sucti presumption 
must show a settled practice or policy. . 
lEL Where a rate is comparatively the lowest in its territory on a given 
article of freight and by reason thereof has been made the basis of 
reductions from competitive points, it will not be further reduced on 
the ground alone that it had at stated periods in the past been some- 
what lower, unless it be shown that it is unreasonably high for the 
service performed. 

The Riverside Mills v. Southern Railway Company; Atlantic Coast Line Rail- 
road Company ; Charleston & Western Carolina Railway Company ; Seaboard 
Air Line Railway; Central of Georgia Railway Company; Clyde Steamship 
Company; Old Dominion Steamship Company; and Ocean Steamship Com- 
pany of Savannah. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 388.) 

152. It appears that defendants* rate on cotton waste, in bales, a by-product 

of cotton goods, from Augusta, Georgia, to New York is 41 cents per 
100 pounds, or the same as their rate on cotton goods between the 
same points, though cotton waste is considerably less in value and 
involves much less risk and expense in transportation than cotton 
goods. Held, That cotton waste should be transiwrted at less rates 
than cotton goods, and that no higher rate than 35 cents per 100 
pounds should be charged for its transportation by defendants, sea 
and rail, from Augusta to New York. 

Jas. L. Qulmby ; Hahn Bros., a firm composed of F. W. & Fred Hahn ; Hahn & 
Schroder, a firm composed of H. C. Hahn & H. N. Schroder; W. J. Piatt & 
Company, a firm composed of W. J. Piatt & H. B. Vincent; Aiken Clothing 
& Shoe Company, J. P. McHair, proprietor; Rives & Eubanks, a firm com- 
posed of E. S. Rives & I. N. Eubanks; J. M. Ferrell; William Morrison; 
Simon Brown's Sons, a firm comi)osed of Herman Brown & Isadore Brown; 
N. Blatt; John 0*Gorman, and J. F. Morris v, Clyde Steamship Company; 
Old Dominion Steamship Company; Merchants & Miners* Transportation 
Company; Baltimore Steam Packet Company; Southern Railway Company; 
Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company; Seaboard Air Line Railway; and 
Charleston & Western Carolina Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 392.) 

153. It appears that class rates from north Atlantic ports were the same to 

a group of suburban mills as to Augusta, Georgia, for ten or twelve 
years before the absorption of the South Carolina and Georgia Rail- 
road by the Southern Railway Company; that subsequent to such 
absorption the long-existiug rates to these suburban points were 
increased by the concerted action of the defemlant carriers, though 
the mill group is still recognized on shipments in the opposite direc- 
tion, and that this grouping system is still eflPective to the extent of 
classing together some of these suburban ix)iuts which are as far 
apart as Augusta is from the nearest. It also appears that water 
lines by way of the Savannah River secure most of the freight of the 
heavy and bulky classes for these mills, and that a restoration of the 
« Augusta rates to these suburban points would divert much of this 
traffic to the defendant lines and thus increase their revenues; Held, 
That the rates to these suburban mill i)oints in excess of those to 
Augusta are, under the circumstances, unjust and unreasonable. 

The Railroad Commission of Ohio et al., v. The Hocking Valley Railway Com- 
pany ; The Railroad Commission of Ohio et al., v. The Wheeling & Lake Erie 
Railroad Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 398.) 

Defendants are engaged principally in transportation of coal from mines 
located upon their lines. Certain other railways purchase their fuel 
supply from coal operators owning mines u)>on the lines of defendaifts 
and send their own cars upon the lines of defendants, consigned to 
the coal companies with which railways so sending their cars have 
contracts for fuel supply. Certain other coal operators have upon 
the lines of one of the defendants leased, or so-called " private ** 
cars, devoted exclusively to the use of such lessees. During a part 
of the year defendants are unable to furnish all of the cars desireil 
by coal operators along their lines,* and at such times the available 
cars not si)eclally consigned or restricted as to use are divided amoa^ 
the several coal comimnles accotdVu^ lo \\i^ e«L\>^e\\.\^» ^'^ s>c!ks\x tRs^ 
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eral mines. But in such distribution the foreign railway fuel cars 
and the leased or ''private" cars are excluded from consideration 
and are given to the coal companies to which they are consigned or 
assigned in addition to the full share of cars allotted to such mines 
in the proportionate distribution. Complaint alleges unjust discrimi- 
nation against other coal operators along the lines of defendants, in 
that such distribution of cars and such failure to count the foreign 
railway fuel cars and the leased or "private" cars gives the coal 
operators to whom such cars are consigned and assigned unwarranted 
advantages over other operators in the mining and marlceting of coal. 

154. Heldj That a carrier should give to owner or lessee of private cars 

the use of such cars; and should also give to a coal company the 
foreign railway fuel cars consigned to it; but that such "private" 
and foreign railway fuel cars should, in the distribution of cars, be 
counted against the company to which delivered and such company 
should not be given, in addition to such delivery, a share of the sys- 
tem cars except when the number of " private " and foreign railway 
fuel cars so delivered to it is less than its distributive share of the 
available cars, including system cars, foreign railway fuel cars, and 
so-called private cars, in which event it should be given only so many 
of the system cars as are necessary, when added to the number of 
private and foreign railway fuel cars assigned to it, to make up its 
distributive share of the total available cars, including system cars, 
foreign railway fuel cars, and so-called private cars. 

American Fruit Union, of Cincinnati, Ohio, v. Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas 
Pacific Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 401.) 

155. In conference between officials of the carrier and representatives of 

certain of its patrons it was agreed that higher rates would be 
charged and paid for the transportation of strawberries in considera- 
tion of special expedited train upon which they would be hauled and 
by which they would be delivered for the early morning market; on 
account of reconstruction and improvement work upon and along 
the line of the carrier it was unable to furnish the expedited service 
agreed upon and which it had furnished for several years; the ship- 
pers contended that if the expedited service was not provided the 
higher rates should not obtain : Held, That where an unusually high 
rate is charged because and in consideration of a special and expe- 
dited service it is the duty of the carrier to provide and furnish such 
service or to cease and desist from charging the higher rate. 

156. Defendant's rate on strawberries In carloads, under refrigeration, from 

Chattanooga and points on Its line between Chattanooga and Oak- 
dale, Tenn., to Cincinnati, Ohio, found unreasonable, and reduction 
In such rate ordered. 

157. Reparation awarded to Injured shippers because of such unreasonable 

rate on strawberries during the season of 1907. 

A. J. Poor, doing business under the firm name and style of A. J. Poor Grain 
Company, v Chicago, Burlington & Qulncy Railway Company; Union Pacific 
Railroad Company; and Southern Pacific Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 418.) 

158. The published rate governing transportation between two given points, 

so long as it remains uncanceled, Is as fixed and unalterable either by 
the shipper or by the carrier as If that particular rate had been es- 
tablished by a special act of the Congress. When regularly pub- 
lished, it is no longer the rate Imposed by the carrier, but the rate 
Imposed by the law. 
159. Regardless of the rate quoted or Inserted in a bill of lading, the pub- 
lished rate must be paid by the shipper and actually collected by the 
carrier. The failure on the part of the shipper to pay or of the car- 
rier to collect the full freight charges, based upon the lawfully pub- 
lished rate for the particular movement between two given points, 
constitutes a breach of the law and will subject either one or the 
other, and sometimes both, to its penalties. Not even a court may 
Interfere with a published rate or authorize a departure from it 
when it has voluntarll^f been established by the carrier. 
160. While shippers largely rely upon the rates quoted by freight agents 
and billing clerks, the law charges them with knowledge of the lawful 
rates. And they will not b^ >>«>«~' **^ore this OommlBslon, to claim 
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the benefit of a lower than the lawful rate on the ground that some 
railroad clerk has made a mistake in quoting a lower rate for a par- 
ticular shipment To permit shippers to impute negligence to car- 
riers in quoting rates and on that ground to enjoy the rate quoted 
instead of paying the lawfully published rate would open a way for 
the payments of rebates and might, in practical results, work a repeal 
of the law. 

ISL If a carrier, contrary to shipper's instructions, forwards cars by a more 
expensive instead of a cheaper route, or, without any instructions, 
sends the cars by the more expensive route, such action is prima facie 
without justification and constitutes a fair basis for reparation ; but 
if the shipper gives definite instructions to move the cars by the more 
expensive route, the carrier is relieved of the obligation to forward 
by the cheaper route. Pankey v. R. d D. R. Co., 3 I. O. C. Rep., 33, 
cited and approved. 

102. Shippers along the line of an interstate carrier are entitled to have 
their products moved in either direction at reasonable rates, and the 
Commission can not agree that a carrier may establish prohibitive 
rates on any commodity on the ground that it is not desirable trafl9c 
for that carrier. 

168. A wheat rate of 75 cents per 100 pounds from Nebraska common points 
to California terminals via the C, B. & Q. Ry. through Denver and 
thence via the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific railroads to desti- 
nation is unreasonable and excessive. It is manifestly so as com- 
pared with the through rate of 55 cents on com over that route, and 
a through rate of 55 cents on both com and wheat from Nebraska 
points via the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific to those destina- 
tions. Any rate on wheat over the route in question from these 
points of origin to California terminals in excess of 65 cents per 100 
is unreasonable, and complainant is entitled to reparation on his ship- 
ments on that basis, but is not entitled to an order of reparation on 
his shipment to Reno, Nev. 

Dallas Freight Bureau v. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company; St. 
Louis Southwestern Railway Company; St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company; Texas & Pacific Railway Company; St. Louis, Iron Mountain & 
Southern Railway Company; Atchison, Topcka & Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany; Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company, and Chicago, Rock 
Island & Gulf Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 427.) 

164. Traffic moves from Interstate points to destinations In the Texas 

common point territory under a system of rates that obtains In no 
other part of the United States of equal extent. In general all 
points In tills vast area take the same rates from any given point of 
origin on or east of the Missouri and Mississippi rivers. A change In 
the rates to one common point necessarily involves an extensive dis- 
turbance of rates to other common points or must tend to disrupt the 
common-point system upon which commercial conditions In Texas are 
based. A controversy that questions the reasonableness of rates to 
one common point ought therefore to be presented In all Its aspects 
and receive the fullest consideration before action Is taken. 

165. The Commission is authorized under the act to order a reduction in 

rates only when upon complaint made it is of the opinion that such 
rates are unjust, or unreasonable, or unjustly discriminatory, or 
unduly preferential. Complainants must therefore prove the Issues 
that they raise by competent testimony or make out a prima facie 
case sufficiently clear and strong as to require the Commission in the 
public Interest to enter upon an investigation of its own to ascertain 
the merits of the complaint Neither of these requirements is sat- 
isfied by a comparison, without any other showing, of the rates 
complained of, from St. Louis to Dallas, with rates between points In 
other and distant localities where different physical, competitive, and 
traffic conditions exist. 

166. Under Its rules and practice shippers have ample opportunity for 

personally laying their troubles before the Commission and thus 
showing the actual results of the rates complained of upon their 
business. Upon a complaint In which ivo \>eT«ft\i ^Vc^f^tXJc^ Nx^x^t'se^^^ 
In such rates appeared as a witneBS aii^ \Xxfe wA^ \.<ks{v,\ss\ssoc5 ^jJ^sstsjg^ 
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was that of the secretary of a freight bureau having no personal 
knowledge of the effect of the rates upon the merchants dealing in 
the commodities involved and whose testimony is limited to a com- 
parison of the rates attacked with rates on the same commodities for 
equal distances in other parts of the country, where the traffic is 
much more dense, the net revenues per mile greater, and where the 
other transportation conditions are entirely different: Held, That 
the record discloses no sufficient basis for an order by the Commis- 
sion. The complaint is therefore dismissed, without prejudice. 

W. R. Grace and W. R. Staton, doing business under the name of Albany 
Produce Company, v. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 434.) 

167. Complaint drew in question the reasonableness of rate on coal of $1.25 

per ton from Centerville district, Iowa, to Albany, Mo., in itself and 
as compared with coal rate to St Joseph, Mo. After case was sub^ 
mitted the rate to Albany was reduced to $1 per ton. As the record 
failed to show that the $1.25 rate was unreasonable in itself, or that 
the present rate of $1 is excessive, or that the facts and circum- 
stances disclose unjust discrimination, the complaint is dismissed. 

M. H. Eichberg and M. L. Hirsch, trading as Paper Mills Company, v. Penn- 
sylvania Railroad Company; Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac Railroad 
Company; Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company; Seaboard Air Line Rail- 
way ; Southern Railway Company, and Louisville & Nashville Railroad Com- 
pany. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 438.) 

168. Upon the circumstances disclosed by the record. Held, that defendants' 

refusal to apply their carload rates to shipments of wrapping paper 
and paper bags in mixed carloads is not unlawful. 

Cudahy Packing Company v. Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 446.) 

169. Defendant's right to exact demurrage charges from complainant on 

cars used by defendant in transporting complainant's traffic while the 
cars are standing on a siding owned and operated by defendant, 
which was constructed by it for the sole use of complainant, is not 
affected by the fact that the cars are owned by the latter. 

John F. Harth, Joseph Harth, Leopold Harth, James A. Rudy, and William 
F. Paxton, doing business under the firm name and style of Harth Brothers 
Grain Company, v, Illinois Central Railroad Company, Southern Railway 
Company, and Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company; A. Waller & Com- 
pany, a corporation, v, Illinois Central Railroad Company, Southern Railway 
Company, Nashville, Chattanooga & St. IjOuIs Railway, St. Louis & San 
Francisco Railroad Company, and Central of Georgia Railway Company; 
A. Waller, T. B. Young, J. K. Waller, and M. T. Dyer, doing business under 
the flrni name and style of Waller, Young & Company, v. Illinois Central 
Railroad Company, Southern Railway Company, St. Louis & San Francisco 
Railroad Company, Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway, and Central 
of Georgia Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 448.) 

170. For several years defendants maintained uniform rates on shipments 

of grain and kindred products to Atlanta, Ga., and points beyond, 
from a group of towns on their lines beginning on the north with 
Henderson and Uniontown, Ky., and including Morganfleld, Hen- 
sliaw, Corydon, Grove Center, and other near-by points; but on 
December 15, 1904, defendants increased the rates to said destination 
points by adding 4 cents per 100 pounds on all shipments originat- 
ing at any point in the group described except Henderson and 
Tin ion town. This gave to Henderson and Uniontown lower rates 
than those applicable from the intermediate points. On April 5, 1905, 
defendants canceled the increased rates from the intermediate points, 
restoring the former rates, and thus again putting all points in this 
group upon an equal rate basis. Complainants filed petitions to ob- 
tain reparation on their shipments of hay and grain made from 
said points under the increased rates. Defendants stipulated that 
they would submit to a reparation order on the basis of 3 cents i>er 
100 pounds on all shipments made during the period of the effective- 
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ness of the higher rates. Upon that basis final adjustment of the 
controversy was agreed to, and reparation orders aggregating 
$1,333.28 were entered. 

The Enterprise Manufacturing Company; The Monroe CJotton Mills, and the 
GranltevlUe Manufacturing Company v, Georgia Railroad Company; C/cn- 
tral of Georgia Railway Company; Southern Railway Company; Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Company; Atlanta & West Point Railroad Company; 
Western & Atlantic Railroad Company; Western Railway of Alabama; 
Charleston & Western Carolina Railway Company; Columbia, Newberry & 
Laurens Railroad Company; Chesapeal^e & Ohio Railway Company; Illinois 
Central Railroad Company ; Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company ; Nash- 
ville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Company; Seaboard Air Line Rail- 
way ; Mobile & Ohio Railroad Company ; Texas & Pacific Railway Company ; 
Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway Company; Southern Pacific Company; Great Northern Railway 
Company; Northern Pacific Railway Company; Union Pacific Railroad 
Company ; Oregon Railroad & Navigation Company ; Oregon Short Line Rail- 
road Company; Canadian Pacific Railway Company; Great Northern Steam- 
ship Company, and Occidental & Oriental Steamship Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 451.) 

171. Natural advantages of location are neither to be enlarged nor mini- 

mized by the Commission, whose duty and purpose is to secure just 
and reasonable transportation rates, as nearly equal as possible for 
all localities and individuals, having due regard to difl!erences in cir- 
cumstances and conditions. 

172. The Commission having upheld a rate of $1.15 per one hundred pounds 

on cotton goods from southern cotton mills to Pacific ports, in Enter- 
prise Manufacturing Company v. Georgia R. R, Co, et ah, 12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 149, and held a rate ten cents higher to Asiatic ports from the 
same points to be reasonable in China d Japan Trading Company v. 
Georgia R. R, Co, et ah, 12 I. C. C. Rep., 272, the latter case is fol- 
lowed and the rate of $1.25 per one hundred pounds under present 
conditions again approved. 

173. A rate which is advanced as the result of an agreement among car- 

riers, even if such agreement be with color of violation of the Anti- 
trust Act, will not on that ground alone be declared unreasonable; 
evidence of such violation is pertinent and must be considered, but 
the existence of such an unlawful agreement, even when proved, is 
not conclusive of the unreasonableness of the rates so advanced. 

The Farmers Warehouse Company v, I^uisville & Nashville Railroad Company. 
(12 I. a C. Rep., 457.) 

174. Upon full hearing of this complaint and consideration of the jnatter 

submitted, it is the opinion of the Commission that the rate of 22 
cents per 100 pounds applying on shipments of salt in carloads from 
New Orleans, La., to Cullman, Ala., Is unduly excessive, unreasonable 
and unjust, and that a rate of 20 cents per 100 pounds for such trans- 
portation would be reasonable and just. 
176. It does not follow, as a matter of course, where the Commission .finds 
that the ends of justice require the reduction of a rate complaineil of 
that reparation must be ordered on shipments previously made. 
Complainant's claim for reparation on shipments made prior to filing 
of the complaint denied, but he will be allowed reparation on any 
shipments he may have made since the filing of complaint in so far 
as the charges thereon exceed the rate of 20 cents per 100 pounds, 
and this proceeding will be held open to allow complainant opi>or- 
tunity to present such claim and proofs. 

liead Commercial Club r. Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company and 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 400.) 
176. At hearing of complaint it was disclos^^l that substantial rfHluctions 
in rates on all classes of commodities from Chicago and Omaha to 
I.<ead (about whirh complaint was made) wore mado in tariflFs in 
press. It also apiK^annl that the building of new lin<»s had injected 
into the situation a comi>otition which would probaM^ ^^w^V ^wt>\vv>x 
reduction. Tariflfs filed subsequewt \.<> \\\^ \iv»^T\\Mj» ^w(^ \>xVvt vq> ^«^- 
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dering decision contained the reductions referred to, and In view of 
them and the probable effect of the new competition, it is held that 
under the circumstances and upon the record in this case no order 
changing the rates will now be made. Complaint dismissed. 

Frank Wiemer and E. G. Rich, doing business under the firm name of Wiemer 
& Rich, V, Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company; Chicago, St Paul, 
Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Company, and Peoria & Pekin Terminal Rail- 
way Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 462.) 

177. Minimum weights applying on shipments of hay, Ledyard, Iowa, to 

Minneapolis, Minn., are, for cars 30 feet and under, 16,000 pounds; 
cars over 30 feet to and including 32 feet, 18,000; cars over 32 
feet to and including 34 feet, 19,000 ; cars over 34 feet and less than 
36 feet, 20,000, and for cars 36 feet and over, 22,000 pounds. Ledyardt 
Iowa, to Pekin, 111., cars 34 feet in length and under, 15,000 pounds; 
over 34 feet, 20,000 pounds. From Ledyard and other northern 
Iowa points to Chicago, the minimum weight for cars 34 feet and 
under is 15,000 pounds; for cars over 34 feet, 20,000 pounds: Held, 
That defendant's rules and regulations, fixing minimum weights on 
baled hay, Ledyard to Pekin, are not unreasonable or unjust. 
Held further. That the rules and regulations at present enforced by 
defendant companies governing carload minimums applicable to 
shipments of hay from Ledyard, Iowa, to Minneapolis, Minn., are 
unreasonable and unjust; that the rules and regulations applicable 
to such shipments from Ledyard to Chicago are reasonable and just 
and should be applied to shipments destined to Minneapolis. 

178. It is not reasonable that carriers unable to supply shippers with suf- 

ficient cars of large or average capacity should make such minimum 
loading requirements as can not be practically complied with as 
to the smaller cars in order that they may obtain as much earn- 
ings from shipments therein as from those in the larger and supe- 
rior cars. 

Cambria Stool Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 466.) 

179. On March 13, 14, and 17, 1906, complainant shipped 1,560,340 pounds 

of steel rails from Johnstown, Pa., to Seattle, Wash., with freight 
charges at the rate of $13 per gross ton, aggregating $9,746.52, 
assessed under the rule^ prescribed by the Master Car Builders' 
Association, which are enforced by the Initial carrier, the Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad Company, prohibiting the loading of 60-foot 
steel rails on twin cars to a greater weight than 75 per cent of the 
marked capacity of the cars. Upon arrival of shipments at des- 
tination additional charges of $2,779.40 were collected by the de- 
fendant, covering that part of the haul from Kankakee to Seattle, 
under its rule providing that the minimum carload weight should 
be the marked capacity of the car. 
Held, That the rule or regulation of the defendant company, whereby 
freight charges were collected upon a higher minimum loading 
requirement than the practice of the carriers governed by the Mas- 
ter Car Builders' Association rules would permit, was unreasonable 
and unjust. This rule having been modified subsequent to the move- 
ment of the shipments in question, no order is made in regard 
thereto. Ck>mplainants awarded reparation in the sum of $2,433.04, 
on account of unreasonable charges collected on shipments speci- 
fied herein. 

A. J. Poor, doing business under the firm name and style of A. J. Poor Grain 
Company, r. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company; Union Pacific 
Railroad CJompany; and Southern Pacific Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 469.) 

180. A lawfully published schedule speaks with equal authority to the shl]> 

l)er and the carrier, and both are chargeable with notice of the rate 
and of the route over which a rate is made applicable. 

181. When responding to an inquiry by a shipper, a mistake made by a car- 

rier either as to the rate or the route will not excuse the carrier from 
collecting the lawful rate or the shipper from paying it 
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Loup Creek Colliery Company v. Virginian Railway Company (formerly the 
Deepwater Railway Company), and Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Conipany, 
(12 I. C. C. Rep., 471.) 

182. The complainant, located at Page, W. Va., on the Virginian Railway, 
9 miles from its junction with the Chesapeake & Ohio, applies for 
the establishment of through routes and joint rates, with divisions 
thereof, for the transportation, in carloads, of «oal and coke over 
these two roads, from Page to destinations on the Chesapeake & Ohio 
outside of West Virginia, such rates in no case to exceed those ap- 
plied by the Chesapeake & Ohio from the junction point of the two 
roads and from other points on the line of the last-mentioned carrier 
in the same rate group. It is conceded that there is now reasonable 
and satisfactory through movement and handling of through ship- 
ments of the traffic involved, and that the through routes are asked 
for only for the purpose of supporting the application for joint 
through rates and divisions of the same. It not being shown that 
either the combination rates applying via the two roads from Page 
or the Chesapeake & Ohio rates from points on Its line are unreason- 
able, and It further appearing that to make such an order would re- 
sult in compelling the Chesapeake & Ohio to either discriminate be- 
tween patrons In the rate group served by It or to reduce Its rates 
materially on an Important part of its traffic: Application denied. 

188. The law does not require the Commission In all cases where no through 
routes and joint rates exist to establish them, but only empowers It 
to do so in proper cases with the manifest intent of giving effect to 
the general purposes of the act to regulate commerce by securing 
reasonable facilities to the public and preventing unreasonable and 
unjust rates, practices, and discriminations, and In the exercise of 
this authority the C^ommisslon Is bound by the same considerations of 
justice and fairness as It Is In the exercise of the rate-making power 
^ in other respects. 

184. Where nelther.the Interests of the public nor the ends of justice as be- 

tween the parties directly Interested will be promoted by the estab- 
lishment of through routes and joint rates and divisions thereof, a 
proper case for the exercise of the authority invoked lias not been 
shown. 

185. Disparity In rates between points on different roads serving shippers 

of coal in the same territory does not necessarily constitute such in- 
equality as t6 justify the establishment of joint through rates from 
points on the road farthest removed from the destination points on 
the basis of rates from points on the other road at the expense of the 
latter, especially when Its rates are not shown to be unreasonable. 

186. A through rate for transportation over a line composed of two or more 

separate roads greater than would be reasonable and sufficient If the 
same transportation were over a single road is not in all cases un- 
just 

Laning-Harrls Ck)al and Grain Company v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 
Railway Company; Lanlng-Harrls Coal and Grain Company v, Atchison, 
Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Ck)mpany. (12 I. C. O. Rep., 479.)- 

187. After the arrival, and usually after sale, of grain transported in car- 

loads by defendant to Kansas City, owners direct delivery to points 
on the lines of other carriers which assess a switching charge which 
defendant collects for and pays to said other carriers. Complainant 
alleges that defendant's published rate on grain to Kansas City 
Includes delivery at any point In Kansas City desired by shipper, 
whether on the line of defendant or on the lines of any other carrier, 
and that the switching charge Is therefore unlawful and unreason- 
abla Heldf That the act In specific terms provides that a common 
carrier shall not be required to give the use of Its tracks or terminal 
facilities to another carrier engaged in like business; that in the 
absence of tariff provisions to the contrary, the transportation rate 
shown in a carrier's tariff on a certain commodity to a given point 
is understood to Include delivery only to Industries or unloading 
points located upon Its own rails; that If consignee or owner ot 
shipment desires delivery to point locateQi o\i \5ci^ \Vol^ ^^"^ ^xi^^jKJwst 
carrier he must pay the lawful cYiaxge tor «vic\i ^fex^Vea. c««i.^'8iXsX. 
dismissed. 
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The A. M. Fellows Coal and Material CJompany v. Missouri Pacific Railway 
Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 481.) 

188. While complaint alleges that rate on coal from mine at Jewett, Kans., 

to Kansas City, Mo., is unjust and unreasonable, the record shows 
that the rate is the same as from other mines in the same field ; the 
same as that on competing railroad in the same field and that it is 
fixed in accordance with an established relation of rates on coal fix)m 
other producing points to the same market. It also appears tibat the 
rate complained of could not be changed without disturbing rates on 
coal, not only from other neighboring mines, but from all the coal- 
producing centers the product of which is sent to Kansas City. Held, 
That under the circumstances and conditions Commission is not 
justified upon the record made in ordering rate changed or declaring 
it unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 

Missouri and Kansas Shippers' Association v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas 
Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 483.) 

189. The Commission is essentially an administratiTe body, and in the 

examination of formal complaints ought to get at the real substance 
of the issue presented unembarrassed by technical considerations. 

190. In a proceeding based on an infraction of section 4 of the act, a merely 

theoretical or paper rate that has not been used and was unknown to 
the defendant until casually discovered will not be accepted as 
affording a just basis for an order for reparation on shipments made 
to an intermediate point at a slightly higher rate. 

Morse Produce Company v. The Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Com- 
pany; Great Northern Railway Company; Chicago & Northwestern Railway 
Company ; and Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company. (12 I. C. C. 
Rep., 485.) 

191. Defendant Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway Company's rate 

on butter and eggs from Granite Falls, Minn., to Chicago, 111., is 50 
cents per 100 pounds in carload lots. Defendant's rate from Pipe- 
stone, Minn., to Chicago, 111., is 43 cents per 100 pounds in carload 
lots, although Granite Falls Is 41 miles nearer Chicago, but on a 
different branch of the road. The same rates are in force by de- 
fendant Great Norther Railway Company, although Granite Falls is 
an intermediate point between Pipestone and Chicago on the line 
made by the Great Northern Railway and its connections. Held, 
defendant Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway Company's rate 
of 50 cents per 100 pounds on butter and eggs in carload lots from. 
Granite Falls to Chicago is unreasonable and unjust, and should not 
exceed 43 cents per 100 pounds. 

McLaughlin Brothers r. Adams Express Company. (12 I. C. C. Rep^ 489.) 

102. Defendant's rate per car for the transportation of horses from New 
York to Columbus Is $200; from Columbus to Kansas City, $350; 
from Columbus to St. Paul, $350. The rate per car from New York to 
St. I^uis is $300; from St. Louis to Kansas City, $150; from New 
York to Chicago, $250; from Chicago to St Paul, $200. Thus the 
total charge from New York to Kansas City when the shipment is 
stopped at St. Louis is $450; when stopped at Columbus, the total 
charge is $550. Siniilarily, the charge from New York to St. Paul is 
$450 when the shipment is stopped at Chicago, and $550 when the 
shipment is stopi)ed at Columbus. Held, defendant's rate of $350 per 
car from Columbus to Kansas City and Columbus to St. Paul is un- 
just and unreasonable, and should not exceed $250 per car. 

J. 11. Leonard v, Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Company ; Arkansas 
Fuel Company v. Same; Inning-Harris Coal & Grain Company v. Same; 
Star Coal Company v. Same; Mayer Coal Company v. Same; Gray-Bryon 
Coal Company v. Same. (12 I. C. C. Rep., 492.) 

193. In the transportation of coal by defendant to Kansas City consignees 
desire delivery on the lines of other carriers which assess switching 
charge.of $3 per car. At one time defendant absorbed said SAvitchlng 
charge In Its transportation charge, later discontinued the practice, 
and subsequently resumed It. Complaints allege that Inasmuch as 
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defendant indulged in tlie practice and after discontinuance resumed 
it tliat it has committed itself to the unreasonableness of requiring 
shippers to at any time pay said switching charge, and therefore 
reparation is asked for switcliing charges paid during the period 
when defendant required that such charges should be paid by 
shippers. The reasonableness of the charge of $3 per car for the 
service performed is not attacked, and no substantial showing is 
made as to the difference in commercial conditions which may have 
obtained at the different times. Held, tliat to support the contention 
of complainants in these cases would be to say that transportation 
charges must in every instance remain at a fixed figure oj be reduced 
by the carrier at the peril of being called upon to respond in damages 
on all charges that have before that time been collected under the 
rates so reduced. It is admitted tliat no discrimination as between 
shippers was indulged in in the application of the tariff charges and 
no showing is made in these cases that the tariff charges were unjust 
or unlawful. Complaints dismissed. 

Ck>mmercial Club of Santa Barbara, California, v. Southern Pacific Company; 
Union Pacific Railroad Company; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company; Missouri Pacific Railway Company; IJenver & Rio Grande Rail- 
road Company ; and Rio Grande Western Railway Company. (12 1. C. C. Rep., 
495.) 

194. Complainant asked that Santa Barbara, Cal., be given the benefit of 

terminal rates on westbound transcontinental shipments, and based 
its petition upon the contention that the transportation conditions 
and circumstances obtaining in that city are similar to those which 
exist at other Pacific coast cities in California to which such rates 
are voluntarily extended by the rail carriers; Held, that, from the 
facts disclosed by the record there is no real, potential, compelling 
competition between the transcontinental rail carriers and those 
carrying similar traffic by water which affects directly the rail rates 
obtaining at Santa Barbara, and tliat the complaint should be dis- 
missed. 

Coffeyville Vitrified Brick & Tile Company v. St Louis & San Francisco Rail- 
road Company and Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company. (12 
I. C. C. Rep., 498.) 

195. This Commission can make no general ruling that through rates must 

not exceed the sum of the locals ; each case must be disposed of upon 
its own merita 
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COMMODITY RATES. 
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127, 128, 129, 147. 
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9, 111. 
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85, 36, 37, 38, 40. 
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EXPRESS COMPANIES. 
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24274— 0<i 15 



APPENDIX C. 



FORMAL PROCEEDINGS INSTITUTED BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

DURING THE YEAR. 



227 



FOBMAIi FBOCEEDINGS INSTITUTED BEFOBE THE COMMISSION 

DUBINa THE YEAR 

d37. Pittman and Harrison Ck)mpany v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on animal and poultry food in 

less than carload lots from Sherman, Tex., to Vicksburg, Miss. 
December 3, 1906. CJomplaint filed. 
December 13, 1906. Answers filed. 
November 1, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

938. Gray Bryan Coal Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of section 1 in rate on carload of coal from RussellviUe, Ark., 

to Kansas City, Mo. 
December 3, 1906. Complaint filed. 
February 21, 1907. Order of discontinuance entered. 

939. Cattle Raisers' Association of Texas and others v. Chicago, Burlington and 

Qulncy Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in imposing arbitrary terminal charge 

of $2 per carload on live stock shipped to Union Stock Yards, 

Chicago, III. 
December 3, 1906. Complaint filed. 
December 21-26, 1906. Answers filed, 
January 7^, 1907. Hearing. 
January 24, 1907. Hearing. 
January 25-26, 190t. Hearing. 
January 28-29, 1907. Hearing. 
May 16, 1907. Hearing. 
June 25-28, 1907. Oral argument 
June 26, 1907. Brief filed. 
October 21, 1907. Report and order filed. 

940. Powhatan Coal and Coke Company v, Norfolk and Western Railway Com- 

pany and others. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in discrimination in the matter of distri- 
bution of cars for shipments of coal. 

December 4, 1906. Complaint filed. 

December 26, 1906, to February 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

June 10, 1907. Hearing. 

October 23 to November 7, 1907. Briefs filed. 

941. In the Matter of Car Shortage and other Insuflaclent Transportation 

Facilities. 
December 7, 1906. Order entered. 
December 17,. 1906. Hearing. 
December 18-19, 1906. Hearing. 
December 20-21, 1906. Hearing. 
January 18, 1907. Hearing. 
January 22-23, 1907. Hearing. 
February 19, 1907. Report filed. 

942. Cedar Rapids and Iowa City Railway and Light Company v, Chicago and 

Northwestern Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In refusing to establish through route 

and joint rates from Cedar Rapids, Iowa, to Iowa City, Iowa, on 

shipments originating outside the State. 
December 7, 1906. Complaint filed. 
December 28, 1906. Intervening petition filed. 
January 2, 1907. Answer filed. 
January 29, 1907. Hearing. 
September 4 to October 14, 1907. Briefs filed. 
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043. In the Matter of Consolidations and Combinations of Carriers, Relations 

Between Such Carriers, and Community of Interests Therein, Their 

Rates, Facilities, and Practices. 
November 15, 1906. Order entered. 
January 4-5, 1907. Hearing. 
January 9-10, 1907. Hearing. 
January 21, 1907. Hearing. 
January 24-25, 1907. Hearing. 
January 29-31, 1907. Hearing. 
Ft^ruary 7-8. 1907. Hearing. 
Fel>ruary 25-28, 1907. Hearing. 
April 4-5, 1907. Oral argument. 
July 17, 1907. Report filed. 
014, The PwibiHly Coal Company v, Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 in failure to supply sufficient cars for 

slilpments of coal near McCuneville, Ohio. 
l^Hvniber 8, 1906. Complaint filed. 
IHx^ember 29, 1906. • Answer filed. 
tVbruary 11-12, 1907. Hearing. 
t>l\ Ti>xa8 Cement Plaster Company v, St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on wall plaster from Quanah, 

Tex., to Kansas City and St. Louis, Mo., as compared with the rates 

from Southard and Cement, Okla. 
December 13, 1906. Complaint filed. 
January 7, 1907. Answer filed. 
• Ft»bruary 1, 1907. Hearing. 
February 18 to April 2, 1907. Briefs filed. 
March 25, 1907. Report and order filed. 
\^4^V l^rtlett Commission Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In discriminating against East St. Louis 

in reconsignment charge on shipments of hay from Cairo, 111., to 

points in States south of Kentucky and Virginia and east of the 

Mississippi River. 
l>eember 13, 1906. Complaint filed. 
January 2 to 8, 1907. Answers filed. 
JVbrunry 7-9, 1907. Hearing. 
liVbruary 9, 1907. Amended answers filed. 
vU7. McRae Grocery Company and others v. Southern Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on various kinds and classes of 

frt»lght articles from New York, Boston, Philadelpliia, Baltimore, and 

other points to McRae and Helena, Ga. 
I>eceniber 13, 1906. Complaint filed. 
January 3 to 23, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 8, 1907. Report filed. 
April S, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 
UWi The a. P. Wetherill Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on earth paint of home 

muuufacture from Philadelphia, Pa., to Cleveland, Detroit, Cincin- 
nati, Indianapolis, Louisville, Milwaukee, Chicago, and St Louis. 
IkKvmber 18, 1906. Complaint filed. 
Ikioniber 28. 1906. Answers filed. 
l^ixiunber 2SK 1906. Order of dismissal entered. 
IviUi lUlilUM Kvi»lisUt Bureau v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company 

uud othera. 
Vlolutiim ikf aeetlons 1, 2, and 3 in rates on various commodities from 

St. Lo\iiti, Mo., to Dallas, Tex., and excessive minimum carload 

WOltfhtM. 

IkHiUubiU* l^ ^W^ Complaint filed. 

D*ViUulKtf 27, UH¥U Supplementary petition filed. 

iKHviuboi' am UHHl, to April 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

MurvU 12, \mi. Iltmrhiff. 

4/uii 1 to 12, \\M. Hrlefb filed. 

Jwir l(^ UW, l(i>jH>rt and order tlle^ 
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960l New York Team Owners* Association v. Southern Pacific Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by discriminating in favor of truclc owners 
in matter of loading freight at station in New York City. 

December 15, 1906. Complaint filed. 

January 20, 1907. Answer filed. 

April 18-19, 1907. Hearing. 

May 15 to 31, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 17, 1907. Report and order filed. 
051. George J. Kindel v. New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad Com- 
pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on various kinds and classes 
of freight to Denver, Colo., from New York, Chicago, St Louis, 
Omaha, and other points. 

December 18, 1906. Complaint filed. 

January 3 to February 28, 1907. Answers filed. 

January 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

January 21 to March 2, 1907. Intervening petitions filed, 

February 13, 1907. Amended complaint, filed. 

February 28, 1907. Second amendment to complaint filed. 

March 11 to April 15, 1907. Answers to amended complaints filed. 

May 20, 1907. Amended petition in intervention filed. 

May 30, 1907. Answer to intervening petition filed. 

June 1 to August 14, 1907. Briefs filed. 

952. Enterprise Transportation Company v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company 

and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 through refusal to establish and main- 
tain through routes and joint rates for interstate transportation of 
fish from Jamestown, R. I., to Philadelphia, Pa. 

December 21, 1906. Complaint filed. 

January 8 to 25, 1907. Answers filed. 

May 10, 1907. Hearing. 

May 27 to June 21, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 13, 1907. Oral argument. 

July 8, 1907. Report and order filed. 

953. Miller Brothers v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on hogs and cattle in car- 
loads from Bliss, Okla., to Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

December 21, 1906. Complaint filed. 

May 27, 1907. Report filed. 

May 27, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 
054. Muskogee Commercial Club and Muskogee Traflic Bureau v, Missouri Kan- 
sas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in discriminating against Muskogee 
in favor of McAlester in the matter of compression of cotton in 
transit, creating serious car shortage at Muskogee. 

December 21, 1906. Complaint filed. 

January 2, 1907. Answer filed. 

February 4-5, 1907. Hearing. 

May 4 to July 8, 1907. Briefs filed. 

July 8, 1907. Report and order filed. 
955. Omaha Grain Elxchange v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in unreasonable advance in carload 
rates on grain from Council Bluffs, Iowa, to Omaha and South 
Omaha, Nebr. 

December 26, 1906. Complaint filed. 

January 14, 1907. Answer filed. 

February 11, 1907. Hearing. 

March 2, 1907 Briefs filed. 

March 25, 1907. Report and order filed. 
056. Home Lumber Company v, Philadelphia, Baltimore and Washington Rail- 
road Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charge on carload shipments of 
lumber from I^andover, Md., via Washington, D. C, to Hyatts- 
ville, Md. 

December 27, 1906. Complaint filed. 

January 25 to 29, 1907. Answers filed. 

February 6, 1907. Hearing. 
April 1, 1907, Order of dlscontiiiWQCiie.^ «n\fft^. 
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957. Holcomb-Hayes Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company. 

A'iolation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rate on cross-ties from Hopklnsyllle» 

Ky., to Herrin and Pawnee Junction, 111. 
December 28, 1906. Complaint filed. 
January 21, 1907. Answer filed. 
April 29, 1907. Report and order filed. 

958. Blackwell Milling and Elevator Company v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas 

Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 in rates on flour and other grain 

from Blackwell, Okla., to Coweta, Prior Creek, and Brok^i Arrow, 

Ind. T. 
December 28, 1906. Complaint filed. 
January 14, 1907. Answer filed. 
January 31, 1907. Hearing. 
March 7, 1907. Report and order filed. 

959. Southern Grocery Company and others v. Georgia Northern Railway Com- 

pany of Georgia and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on various classes of freight 
from Ijouisville, Cincinnati, Memphis, Nashville, and St. Louis to 
Moultrie, Ga. 

December 29, 1900. Complaint filed. 

January 21 to February 6, 1907. Answers filed, 

January 31, 1907. Hearing. 

March 27 to May 15, 1907. Briefs filed. 

May 7, 1907. Oral argument. 

June 24, 11K)7. Report and order filed. 
9G0. Board of Trade of Kansas City, Mo., v, Chicago, Burlington and Qulncy 
Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in reconsignment charge at Kansas 
City on shipments to points outside the State of Missouri. 

December 31, 1900. Complaint filed. 

January 21 to February 4, liK)7. Answers filed. 

April 11-12. 1907. Hearing. 

May 4 to June 10, 1907. Briefs filed. 

Juue 3, 1907. Report and order filed. 
9G1. E. L. Rogers and Company i\ Philadelphia and Reading Railway Company, 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in placing an embargo on Interstate ship- 
ments of hay consigned to complainants at Philadelphia. 

December 31, 190G. Complaint filed. 

January 21, 1907. Answer filed. 

May 17-18, 1907. Hearing. 

Juue 19, 1907. Order entered reopening case for further testimony. 

June 2G, 1907. Hearing. 

June 26, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 26, 1907. Hearing. 

July 8, 1907. Report filed. 

962. In the Matter of the Working and Operation of the Block Signal System 

ui)on the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad and Southern Railway. 
January 1, 1907. Order entered. 
January 4-5, 1907. Hearing. 
January 14-15, 1907. Hearing. 
February 23, 1907. Report filed. 

963. City Council of Atchison, Kans., v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating in matter of elevator 
services at Atchison, Kans., in favor of Kansas City, Mo., Leaven- 
worth and Cofifeyvllle, Kans. 

January 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 

January 21 to 28, 1907. Answers filed. 

February 6-7, 1907. Hearing. 

Ai)ril 8, 1907. Briefs filed. 

April 29, 1907. Report and order filed. 

June 19, 1907. Order entered extending time when above order is to 
take effect. 

July 2, 1907. Motion for rehearing filed. 

July 28, 1907. Motion denied. 
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064. National Petroleum Association v, Ann Arbor Railroad Ck>mpany and 
others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In special commodity rates on petroleum 
and its products from points In Indiana, Illinois, Pennsylyanla, and 
Iowa to points in Central Freight Association territory. 

January 4, 1907. Complaint filed. 

January 11 to February 11, 1907. Answers filed. 

May 21-25, 1907. Hearing. 

June 17 to November 11, 1907. Briefs filed. 

November 7-8, 1907. Argument 

966. Farmers' Warehouse Company v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Com- 
pany. 

Violation of sections 1, 3, and 4 in rates on salt from New Orleans, 
La., to Cullam, Ala. 

January 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 

January 25, 1907. Answer filed. 

July 13. 1907. Hearing. 

August 26 to September 19, 1907. Briefs filed. 

October 8, 1907. Report and order filed. 

December 5, 1907. Supplemental report and order filed. 

966. Wisconsin Bridge and Iron Company v. Chicago, Milwaulcee and St. Paul 

Railway Company. 
Violation of section 1 in advance in rate on iron bridge material for 

railways between Milwaukee, Wis., and Kansas City, Mo. 
January 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 1, 1907. Order of discontinuance entered. 

967. Producers' Pipe Line Company v. St Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern 

Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on crude oil in tank cars from 

Nowata, lud. T., to Corsicana, Denison, Dallas, Fort Worth, and 

other northern Texas points. 
January 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 
January 25 to February 4, 1907. Answers filed. 
June 10, 1907. Report and order filed. 

968. M. L. Rhodes v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on carload shipments of cattle 

from Kiowa, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo. 
January 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 
January 28, 1907. Answer filed. 
February 5, 1907. Hearing. 
March 18, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

969. B. M. Wilhoit v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on oil in carloads from St 

Louis to Joplin, Mo., on shipments originating at Pittsburg, Pa. 
January 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 
February 18 to April 8, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 12, 1907. Hearing. 
May C, 1907. Report and order filed. 

970. B. M. Wilhoit v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1 and 3 In rates on oil in carloads from Erie, 

Kans., to Joplin, Mo. 
January 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 
January 28, 1907. Answer filed. 
February 4, 1907. Hearing. 
May 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

971. B. M. Wilhoit v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1 and 3 in rates on oil in carloads from Erie, 

Kans., to Springfield, Mo. 
January 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 
January 28 to February 18, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 12, 1907. Hearing. 
May 27, 1907. Report and order filed. 
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072. Uayer Coiil ComptiDy t\ Missouri. Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of section 6 In exacting switching cbarge of $6 per carload 

of conl Bhip{>ed Into Kansas City, while published rate was f5. 
January 15, 1907, Complaint filed. 
January 28, 1907. Answer filed. 
Murch 19, 11)07. Order of dlfimiessl entered. 

073. The Solvay Process Company v. Delaware, Lackawanna and Western 

Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 In refusing to allow switching charge 

on private switch at Soivay, N. I. 
January 15, 1007. Complnint filed. 
February 6, 1907. Answer filed. 
April 23, 1907. Hearing. 
May 29-30, 1007. Hearing. 
June 21-22. 1007. Hearing. 
August IG to October 31, 1907. Briefs filed. 

074. The Soivay Process Company v. New Tork Central & Hudson BlTer Rail- 

road Company. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 in refusing to allow switching chaise 

on private switch at Soivay, N. T. 
January 15, 1007. Complaint filed. 
February fl, 1907. Answer filed. 
April 23, 1907. Rearing. 
May 29-30, 1907. Hearing. 
June 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 
August 16 to October 31. 1907. Briefs Bled. 

075. Tomlln-Harrls Machine Company v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 tn rates on pig-iron and coal in car- 
loads from Birmingham, Ala., to Cordele, Ga. 

January 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 

February 9 to 26, 1907. Answers filed. 

April 17. 1007. Hearing. 

May 1, 1007. Report and order filed. 
OTtt, Maaurlle Explosive Compauy v. Plttsbui^h and Lake Erie Railroad Com- 
jwiny and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on masurite from either 
Masury or Sharon, Pa., to points in various States. 

January 24. 1907. Complaint filed. 

fVbruary 14 to 18, 1907. Answers filed. 
»TT. FWrt Sntlth Trnfllc Bureau v. Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. Loula 
Itallway Comimny and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in advance in rates on pressed glass- 
mn^ including tableware, lamps and lamp chimneys, in carload lots 
tnwi Pittsburg, Pa., and Gas City, Ind., to Fort Smith, Ark., and 
fhun St. Louis to Fort Smith, Ark, 

JKnuttfT 80, 1907. Complaint filed. 

Vwi^mry n to October 19, 1907, Answers filed. 

VVM'M' 311> iWyj. Hearing. Case dismissed. 

Mk & jb- '■'■'ini- rii(ii;iiiiiy V. Illinois Central Railroad Company and others. 

^^■^ ^ \ n^Alh-*! i'( MHlloiiB 1, 2, and 3 by dicrimhiatlng against Cairo, HI., In 

nv\^r »( Xleiiiplils, Tenn., In the matter of reconslgnment charge on 

.«ii»Miv"t-' I'f !"'uber from points in Mississippi and Louisiana to 

,,jji,y, im lUtiiiil!!, Ohio, and Indiana. 

WC^ 4. W". Complaint filed. 

i^,— Pi \Si \V0'- Answer filed. 

i^ R *^*f. .vu>«>ded complaint fljed^ 






wwt. Intwrenlng petition filed. 

- H<«rtnt[. 
_ A»rt«wc died. 
WK., jnccnd answer to amended complaint filed. 
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079. Kalamazoo Tank and Silo Company v. Michigan Central Railroad Com- 
pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on silos from Kalamazoo, 
Mich., to Elkhom, Wis. 

February 4, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 11, 1907. Answer filed. 

May 2, 1907. Hearing. 

May 13, 1907. Report and order filed. 
980. L. Harold Forde v. Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company aiul 
others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on carload shipment of house- 
hold goods from Early, Iowa, to Walcott, Wyo. 

February 4, 1907. Complaint filed. 

February 28 to September 12, 1907. Answers filed. 

February 12, 1907. Complaint dismissed. 
9S1. The Enterprise Manufacturing Company and others v. Georgia Railroad 
Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton goods from Augusta 
and Monroe, Ga., Graniteville, S. C, via Pacific coast terminals to 
Shanghai and other points in China and Japan. 

February 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 

February 18 tq April 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

April 18-20, 1907. Hearing. 

May 14 to 31, 1907. Briefs filed. 

May 14, 1907. Oral argument. 

October 8, 1907. Report and order filed. 

982. The Enterprise Manufacturing Company and others v. Georgia Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton goods and cotton 

waste from Augusta and Monroe, Ga., Graniteville, S. C, to San 

Francisco, Cal., Seattle and Tacoma, Wash., Portland, Oreg., and 

Vancouver, B. C. 
February 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
February 18 to April 15, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 19, 1907. Hearing. 
May 1, 1907. Report and order filed. 

983. Burnham, Hanna, Munger Dry Goods Company and others v. Chicago, Rock 

Island and Pacific Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates and classification of first, 
second, third, fourth, and fifth classes of freight from Atlantic sea- 
board and other eastern producing territory to Kansas City, St. 
Joseph, and Omaha. 

February 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 

February 28 to May 29, 1907. Answers filed. 

June 1, 1907. Order bringing in additional defendants entered. 

June 12 to July 18, 1907. Answers of new defendants filed. 

November 25-26, 1907. Hearing. 

November 25 to December 3, 1907. Intervening petitions filed. 

984. American Grass Twine Company v, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and 

Omaha Railway Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates on grass twine, fioor matting, and grass- 
twine rugs from St. Paul, Minn., to Boston, Mass. 

February 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 8 to 21, 1907. Answers filed. 

Aprtl 18, 1907. Hearing. 

May 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

985. George D. Hope Lumber Company v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from Mineral, Kaus., 

to Freeman, Mo. 
February 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 2, 1907. Answer filed. 
May 24, 1907. Hearing. 
June 17, 1907. Report and order filed. 
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986. William L. Yetter Wall Paper Ck)mpany and others v. Atchison, Topeka 

and Santa Fe Railway Ck>mpany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In classification of wall paper in West- 
em Classification No. 41. 

February 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 4 to 21, 1907. Answers filed. 

July 5, 1907. Hearing. 

October 8, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

987. William L. Yetter Wall Paper Company and others v. New Yorlt Central 

and Hudson River Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on wall paper by reason of 

unjust classification, in Official Classification No. 29. 
February 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 5 to April 8, 1907. Answers filed. 
July 5, 1907. Hearing. 
October 8, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

988. D. J. Eddleman v. Midland Valley Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by removal of station at Elder, Ind. T. 

February 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

Novomber 18, 1907. Hearing. 
089. D. M. Payne v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1 and 2 in rate on apples from Kansas City, Mo., 
to El Paso, Tex. 

February 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 29, 1907. Answer filed. 

June 7, 1907. Report and order filed. 
990. Campbell Lumber Company v, Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company 
and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rate on shipments of lumber from 
Lincoln, Spring Hill, and Minden, La., and Harlesrton, Tex., to Ash- 
ley, 111. 

February 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 11 to April 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

April 1, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 
901. Dallas Freight Bureau v. Gulf, Colorado and Santa Fe Railway Company 
and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 bj-' advance in rates on slack coal from 
Arkansas and Indian Territory points and groups to Texas. 

February 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

February 23 to Marcl 4, 1907. Answers filed. 

March 13, 1907. Hearing. 

March 28, 1907. Brief filed. 

June 10, 1907. Report and order filed. 

992. Eber I)e Con v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on fiour, feed, and grain from 
Chicago, 111., to Cleveland, Ohio. Indianapolis, Ind., and points in 
other States to Pemberton, N. J. 

February 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 15, 1907. Answer filed. 

April 16, 1907. Hearing. 

May 1, 1907. Briefs filed. 

May 29, 1907. Report and order entered. 

993. Cambria Steel Company r. Great Northern Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on steel rails from Johnstown, 

Pa., to Seattle, Wash., because of minimum twin carload weight. 
Fel)ruary 19, 1907 Complaint filed. 
March 8, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

994. China and Japan Trading Company (Limited) and others v. Georgia Rail- 

road Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton goods from Friese, 
Va., Greensboro, N. C, Graniteville, S. C^ Augusta, Ga., New Orleans, 
La., and other southern points to C^na and Japan. 

February 20, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 7 to April 15, 1907. Answers filed. 
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994 — Ck>ntlnued. 

March 15, 1907. Order entered bringing in additional defendants. 

April 18-20, 1907. Hearing. 

April 18, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 

May 14 to 31, 1907. Brtefs filed. 

June 24, 1907. Report and order filed. 

995. James E. Nield v, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and Omaha Railway Ck>m- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusal to construct and maintain 

side-track connections to coal sheds of complainant located at Sioux 

Falls, S. Dak. 
February 20, 1907. Ck>mplaint filed. 
March 8, 1907. Answer filed. 
May 2, 1907. Hearing. 
June 17, 1907. Report filed. 
June 24, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

996. Harden and Swarthout v. Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 1, 2, and 3 by refusal to construct and main- 
tain side-track connections with complainants' property near Ge- 
neva, N. Y., except under alleged unreasonable conditions. 

February 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 28, 1907. Answer filed. 

April 26, 1907. Hearing. 

May 13 to 27, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 10, 1907. Report and order filed. 

997. Weleetka Light and Water Company v. Fort Smith and Western Rail- 

road Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusal to grant side-track con- 
nections at Weleetka, Ind. T. 

February 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 19, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 22, 1907. Hearing. 

November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 

November 5 to 26, 1907. Briefs filed. 

998. Fredonia Linseed Oil Works v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway 

Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on linseed-oil cake and 
ground flaxseed in carloads and linseed-oil cake and ground flaxseed 
when shipped in mixed carloads from Fredonia, Kans., to San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., and other Pacific coast terminals. 

February 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 22, 1907. Answer filed. 

999. National Petroleum Association v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in through rate on petroleum and its 

products from Oil City, Pa., to Freeport, 111. 
February 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 9 to 16, 1907. Answers filed. 
May 13, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1000. Board of Trade of Kansas City, Mo., v, Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against Kansas City 

in milling in transit privilege in favor of other points in Kansas and 

Nebraska. 
February 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 5, 1907. Answer filed. 

1001. Georgia Edwards v, Nashville, Chattanooga and St. Louis Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against colored 

passengers in transportation facilities. 
March 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 20, 1907. Demurrer and answer filed. 
May 10, 1907. Hearing. 
June 6, 1907. Brief filed. 
June 8, 1907. Oral argument. 
June 24, 1907. Report and order filed. 
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1002. Memphis Freight Bureau v. Fort Smith and Western Railroad Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton seed from points 

in Indian Territory and Oklahoma to Memphis, Tenn., as compared 

with the rate on com. 
March 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 23 to April 8, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 24, 1907. Hearing. 
April 24, 1907. Petition of intervention filed. 
July 2, 1907. Amended answer filed. 
July 2 to November 5, 1907. Briefs filed. 
November 5, 1907. Oral argument. 
December 9, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1003. William Patten v. Wisconsin Central Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on carload of lumber from 

Boyd, Wis., to Palermo, N. Dak. 
March 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 22 to 25, 1907. Answers filed. 

1004. West End Improvement Club v, Omaha and Council Bluffs Railway and 

Bridge Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting unreasonable toll from 

passengers for transportation over bridge between Council Bluffs, 

Iowa, to Omaha, Nebr. 
March 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 27, 1907. Answers filed. 

April 22, 1907. Order entered bringing in new defendant. 
May 9, 1907. Answer filed. 

1005. Forster Brothers Company v, Duluth, South Shore and Atlantic Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, .2, and 3 in rate on cross-ties from Wilcox and 

Ridge, Mich., to South Chicago, 111. 
March 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 3, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 24, 1907. Amended complaint filed. 
May 10 to 14, 1907. Answers to amended petition filed. 

1006. In the Matter of Underbilling and Misrepresentation of Freight. 

March 9, 1907. Order entered. 
March 14, 1907. Hearing. 

1007. Hale-Halsell Grocery Company v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 3, and 4 in rates on sugar in carloads from 

New Orleans, La., to McAlester and Durant, Ind. T. 
March 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 
March 21, 1907. Answer filed. 
May 1, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1008. The Railroad Commission of Ohio and others v, Hocking Valley Railway 

Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by discrimination in the matter of sup- 
plying cars for coal shipments. 

March 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 27, 1907. Answer filed. 

April 25, 1907. Hearing. 

May 15 to June 8, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 29, 1907. Oral argument. 

July 11, 1907. Report and order filed. 
lOOd. Hailroad Commission of Ohio and others v. Wheeling and Lake Erie Rail- 
road Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by discrimination In the matter of sup- 
plying cars for coal shipments. 

March 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 27, 1907. Answer filed. 

April 17, 1907. Amendment to answer filed. 

April 24, 1907. Hearing. 

May 15 to June 6, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 29, 1907. Oral argument. 

July 11, 1907. Report and order filed. 
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1010. Chicago and Milwaukee Electric Railroad Ck>mpan7 v. Illinois Central 

Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by unjust cancellation of joint through 

tariff with complainant's electric road, thereby depriving shippers 

benefit of competition in freight rates. 
March 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 2, 1907. Answers filed. 
May 21, 1907. Hearing. 
June 3, 1907. Amended complaint filed. 

June 3, 1907. Order entered bringing In additional defendant. 
June 24, 1907. Answer of new defendant filed. 
July 3 to 18, 1907. Briefs filed. 
December 2, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1011. The Southwestern Kansas Farmers and Business Mens' League v. Atch- 

ison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates an soft coal (lump, nut, and 
slack) from Rockville and Trinidad, Colo., to Coolidge, Lakin, Gar- 
den City, Cipimaron, and Dodge City, Kans. 

March 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

March 26, 1907. Amended complaint filed. 

March 28, 1907. Answer filed. 

April 8, 1907. Answer to amended complaint filed. 

May 21, 1907. Second amended complaint filed. 

May 21, 1907. Order entered bringing in additional defendants. 
* June 5 to 11, 1907. Answers filed. 

July 18, 1907. Hearing. 

October 7, 1907. Order entered granting intervening petition. 

November 11, 1907. Briefs filed. 

November 13, 1907. Argument. 

December 5, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1012. Harth Brothers Grain Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company 

and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by advance in rate on grain, hay, 
and other freight of like character from Morganfield, Henshaw, 
Chapman, Sullivan, Clay, Sturgis, Waverly, Blackford, and Harding, 
Ky., to Charleston, S. C., Atlanta, Savannah, and other soutilem 
points without advancing the rate from Henderson and Uniontown, 
Ky. 

March 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

AprU 3 to 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 18, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1013. A. Waller and Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by advance in rate on grain and 
other freight of like character from Morganfield, Corrydon, Waverly, 
and Grove Center, Ky., to Atlanta and Brunswick, Ga., La Pine, Ala., 
Chattanooga, Tenn., and other southern and southeastern points 
without advancing the rate from Henderson and XJniontown, Ky. 

March 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 3 to 25, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 18, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1014. Waller, Young and Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company and 

others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by advance in rate on grain and 
kindred freights from Morganfield, Henshaw, and other inland 
points to Atlanta, Dalton, and Columbus, Ga., Fort Payne, Ala., 
Nashville, Tenn., and other southern points without advancing rate 
from Henderson and Uniontown, Ky. 

March 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 3 to 25, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 18, 1907. Report and order filed. 

24274-08 16 
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1015. A. J. Poor Grain Company v. Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of section 1, 2, and 3 in rates on wheat from Marquette, 

Nebr., to Reno, Nev., and from Marquette and Phillips, Nebr., to 

California terminals as compared with the rates on com between 

said points. 
March 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 5 to 12, 1907. Answers filed. 
May 24, 1907. Hearhig. 
June 20 to July 2, 1907. Briefs filed. 
July 8, 1907. Report and order filed. 
October 18, 1907. Motion for rehearing denied. 

1016. In the Matter of Alleged Purchase and Sale of Commodities by Express 

Companies. 
March 14, 1907. Order entered. 

April 13 to May 7, 1907. Statements of defendants filed. 
October 28-29, 1907. Hearing. 
October 31 to November 1-2, 1907. Hearing. 
November 18-20, 1907. Hearing. 

1017. Loup Creek Colliery Company v. Deepwater Railway Company and 

others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on coal from mine in the 
Kanawha district of West Virginia by reason of refusal to establish 
through routes and Joint rates with a certain connecting line. 

March 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 11, 1907. Answers filed. 

May 15-17, 1907. Hearing. 

June 12 to 18, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 18, 1907. Oral argument. 

November 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1018. Sligo Iron Store Company v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company and others. 

Vioiation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by charging combination rate on car- 
load of blacksmith's coal from Lilly, Pa., to Potosi, Mo., via E3ast 
St. Louis as compared with the rate via St. Louis. 

March 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 15 to May 11, 1907. Answers filed. 

May 20, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1019. Henry M. Rau v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on burlap bags from Newark, 
N. J., to Luray, Stanley, and Greenville, Va., as compared with the 
rate to Barboursville and Charlottesville, Va. 

March 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 11 to 17, 1907. Answers filed. 

April 19, 1907. Hearing. 

May 2 to June 4, 1907. Briefs filed. 

June 17, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1020. The Territory of Oklahoma v, Missouri, Kansas find Texas Railway 

Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lumber from Shreveport, La., 
to Shawnee, Oklahoma City, and other common points in Oklahoma. 

March 29, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 12, 1907. Answer filed. 
102L The Manufacturers' Club of Terre Haute v, Louisville and Nashville 
Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1 and 3 in rates on coke in carloads from Middles- 
boro, Ky., and Norton and Big Stone Gap, Va., to Terre Haute, Ind. 

March 29, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 17, 1907. Answer filed. 

May 13, 1907. Report and order filed. 
1022. Peter H. Jackson and Company (Incorporated) v. Baltimore and Ohio 
Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advancing rate on vault or sidewalk 
glass of the prism variety in carloads from points in Ohio and Penn- 
sylvania to Pacific coast terminals, inclnding San Francisco. 

March 29, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 13 to May 8, 1907. Answers filed. 
Jtwe 17, 1907. Order of dismissal oitere<i. 
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1Q23. Buffalo Union Furnace Ck>mpany and others v. Lake Shore and Michigan 

Southern Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to allow a reasonable 

charge for switching services performed by complainant at Buffalo, 

N. Y. 
April 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 23 to June 13, 1907. Answers filed. 
June 18, 1907. Hearing. 
October 30, 1907. Hearing. 
November 21, 1907. Brief filed. 

1024. McRae Terminal Railway v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to <;on8truct and maintain 

physical connections with complainant's line of railway. 
April 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 17 to 24, 1907. Answers filed. 
May 8, 1907. Hearing. 
June 6 to 19, 1907. Briefs filed. 
June 24, 1907. Report filed.. 
October 7, 1907. Order entered reopening case. 
October 17, 1907. Hearing. 
November 11, 1907. Supplemental report and order filed. 

1025. Omaha Cooperage Company v. Nashville, Chattanooga and St. Louis Rail- 

way Company and others. 
Violation of sections. 1, 2, and 3 in rates on ship staves, headings, and 

cooperage material from Hollow Rock, Tenn., and points adjacent to 

South Omaha, Nebr. 
April 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 17 to 22, 1907. Answers filed. 
April 30, 1907. Hearing. 
April 25 to June 10, 1907. Briefs filed. 
June 24, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1026. Richmond Chamber of Commerce v. Chesapeake and Ohio Railway Com- 

pany. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in rates on domestic lump coal and steam 
run of mine coal to Richmond, Va., from Kanawha District, West 
Va., and New River district for manufacturing and commercial pur- 
poses as compared with the rates from same points when for steam 
railway locomotive fuel. 

April 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 23, 1907. Answer filed. 

July 1, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1027. Dayton Receivers and Shippers' Association v. Louisville and Nashville 

Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on coal from Kanawha, New 

River, Pocahontas, Tug River, Tliacker, and Kenova Coal districts in 

Virginia and West Virginia to Dayton, Ohio. 
April 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 25 to May 1, 1907. Answers filed. 
June 10, 1907. Case dismissed. 

1028. Oeorge J. Kindel v. Adams Express Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in express rates from Chicago, New 
York, St Louis, and other points to Denver and from Denver to 
Pacific coast points and Utah points, etc. 

April 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 29 to June 1, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

November 23 to December 3, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1029. John H. Lewis and others v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by removal of station at Fanshawe, 

Ind. T., to a point 4^ miles distant, thereby subjecting citizens of 

town to unjust discrimination. 
April 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
April 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 18, 1907. Hearing. 
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1030. The Territory of Oklahoma v. CMcago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 
CJompany. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on slack and lump coal from 
mines at Mansfield and Hartford, Ark., Wilburton, Hartshome, 
Haileyville, and Alderson, Ind. T., to Renfrew, Medford, Pond Creek, 
Enid, Hennessey, Kingfisher, and other points in Oklahoma, as com- 
pared with rates from said mines to points in Arkansas. 

April 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 

April 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
103L Morse Produce Company v, Chicago, Milwaukee and St Paul Railway 
Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 8, and 4 in rates on butter and eggs in car- 
loads for a shorter distance from Granite Falls, Minn., to Chicago, 
111., than for the longer distance, Pipestone to Chicago. 

April 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 2 to 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

August 2^-50, 1907. Hearing. 

September 24 to October 19, 1907. Briefs filed. 

November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1032. Milwaukee Waukesha Brewing Company v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. 

Paul Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 8 in rate on mixed carload shipments of 
beer, ale, porter, malt tonics, and mineral water from Waukesha, 
Wis., to points in Minnesota, Iowa, North and South Dakota. 

April 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 4 to 21, 1907. Answers filed. 

September 16, 1907. Hearing. 

October 17 to 24, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1033. Henry Ruttle and others v, Pere Marquette Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1 and 3 by discriminating in the supply of cars 

for interstate shipments of hay at Carsonville, Mich. 
April 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 3, 1907. Answer filed. 
June 28-29, 1907. Hearing. 
August 19 to September 26, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1034. Wagner, Zagelmeyer and Company v, Detroit and Mackinac Railroad 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in distribution of 
cars for interstate shipments of ice from Saginaw Bay, Mich., and 
unreasonable rates to Toledo and Cleveland, Ohio. 

April 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 6, 1907. Answers filed. 

June 26-27, 1907. Hearing. 

September 9, 1907. Depositions filed. 

1035. Marshall Oil Company v, Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1 and 3 in rates on petroleum and its products 

from Mason City to Ledyard, Iowa, Worthington, Wells, and Taoi>l, 

Minn. 
April 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 4 to 15, 1907. Answers filed. 
July 1, 1907. Hearing. 
October 14 to November 6, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1036. American Asphalt Association v. Uintah Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 8, and 6 In rates on gilsonite from Dragon, 

Utah, to Mack, Colo. 
April 20, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 23, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 28, 1907. Hearing. 
November 29, 1907. Brief filed. 

1037. Sioux City Commercial Club v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Rail- 

way Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in class rates from Chicago, 111., to 
Sioux City, Iowa, as compared with rates from Chicago to Sioux 
• . .pallet S. Dak. 
r\' Ayril Z^:1907. Complaint filed. 
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1037 — Continued. 

May 3 to 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

May 23, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 

June 8 to 10, 1907. Answers to intervening petition filed. 

June 24, 1907. Report and opinion filed. 

1038. McIYirland and Black v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company 

and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on cantaloupes in carloads 
from Windsboro, Tex., to Kansas City, St. Louis, and other points 
in Missouri, Illinois, Iowa, Nebrasl^, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and 
Kansas, as compared with the rates from Shreveport, La. 

AprU 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 4, 1907. Answer filed. 

November 4, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1039. Cardiff Coal Company v. Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to establish and maintain 
Joint through rates on bituminous coal from Cardiff, 111., to points 
in the States of Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota, South Dakota, and 

AprU 29, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 31 to June 12, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 5, 1907. Depositions filed. 
October 14, 1907. Brief filed. 

1040. Cardiff Coal Company v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway Com- 

pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to establish and main- 
tain joint through rates on bituminous coal from Cardiff, 111., to 
points in the States of Michigan,. Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota, South 
Dakota, North Dakota, and Nebrasl^. 

April 24, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 14 to June 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 5, 1907. Depositions filed. 

October 14, 1907. Brief filed. 

1041. Indianapolis Freight Bureau v, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against Indianapo- 
lis in favor of Chicago, 111., and other competitive points by refusing 
to grant commodity rate upon various articles to Indianapolis, com- 
pelling them to ship on class rates. 

April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 31 to June 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

1042. Indianapolis Freight Bureau v. Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on chairs and other furni- 
ture from Indianapolis to Missouri River points, Kansas City to 
Omaha, inclusive. 

April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 10 to June 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

1043. Indianapolis Freight Bureau v, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates from Indianapolis, Ind., to 
lower Mississippi River points in Louisiana, Tennessee, and Miss- 
issippi. 

April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 21 to July 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

1044. Indianapolis Freight Bureau v, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 8, and 4 in charging less than carload rates 
for the excess over carloads in shipment of furniture, ladders, and 
vehicles and other bulky articles from Indianapolis to common points 
in Texas, Arkansas, and points in Indian Territory. 

April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 10 to July 8, 1907. Answers filed. 
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1045. Indianapolis Freight Bureau i;. Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on dry-kiln outfit from Indian* 

apolls to points in adjacent States covered by the Central freight 

Association and Trunk Line territory. 
April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 8 to June 19, 1907. Answers filed. 

1046. Indianapolis Freight Bureau v, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St 

Louis Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 8 in class and commodity rates from 

Indianapolis to St Paul group territory and Winona group territory. 
April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 11 to June 20, 1907. Answers filed. 

1047. Indianapolis Freight Bureau i;. Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. 

Louis RailWay Company and others. 
Violation of section 1 in commodity rates from Indianapolis to Ohio 

River crossings. 
April 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 31 to June 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

1048. Hollis Stedman and Sons v. Chicago and Northwestern Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on potatoes from Wautoma, 

Wis., to Springfield, Mo., as compared with the published rate over 

several shorter routes. 
April 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 15 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1049. W. N. White and Company v. Baltimore and Ohio Southwestern Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charge on green apples in barrels 

from Salem, 111., to New York on account of estimated and not 

actual weight 
April 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 17 to 20, 1907. Answers filed. 
June 21, 1907. Hearing. 
July 8, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1050. Montgomery Freight Bureau v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Com- 

pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in class and commodity rates from 
Ohio and Mississippi River crossings to Montgomery, Ala. 

April 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 6 to June 12, 1907. Answers filed. 
105L The Bartles Oil Company and others v, Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul 
Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on illuminating oil and gasoline 
in less than carloads from St Paul and Minneapolis, Minn., to points 
in South Dakota as compared with intrastate rates in those States. 

April 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 6 to 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

August 29, 1907. Hearing. 

September 16 to 29, 1907. Briefs filed. 
1052. Campbell Creek Coal Company and others v, Kanawha and Michigan Rail- 
way Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination against complainants 
in favor of the Sunday Creek Company by failing to count cars 
furnished by foreign railroads for their fuel coal against mines load- 
ing such cars. 

April 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 17, 1907. Answer filed. 

June 6, 1907. Hearing postponed pending settlement. 
1063. H. P. Hood and Sons v, Delaware and Hudson Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on carloads of milk between 
Eagle Bridge, N. Y., and West Pawlett, Vt 

April 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 25, 1907. Answer filed. 

November 26, 1907. Hearing. 
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1054. Pacific Coast Lumber Manufacturers' Association and others v. Northern 

Pacific Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to establish and maintain 
through route an4 Joint rates on shipments of lumber, lumber prod- 
ucts, and shingles from points in western Washington to points in 
Idaho, Utah, Wyoming, Colorado, Kansas, Nebraslca, and other 
States via Portland. 

April 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 15 to June 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

June 8, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 

June 11-13, 1907. Hearing. 

August 12 to September 26, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1055. California Fruit Growers' Exchange v. Southern Pacific Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by discrimination in the matter of supply- 
ing cars for interstate shipments of fruit from points in California. 
May 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 16, 1907. Hearing. 
May 16, 1907. Intervening petitions filed. 
May 16, 1907. Answer filed. 
July 9 to 25, 1907. Hearing. 
October 21 to December 12, 1907. Briefs filed. 
October 25, 1907. Oral argument 
December 14, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1056. Randolph Lumber Company v. Seaboard Air Line Railway and others. 

Violation of sections 3 and 4 in rate on lumber from Chester, Va., to 
certain points in Ohio as compared with the rate from Petersburg, 
Va., a longer haul over same line and in same direction. 

May 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 20 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1057. Cellna Mill and Elevator Company v, St. Louis Southwestern Railway 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on grain from points in Okla- 
homa, Kansas, and Nebraska to' points in Texas and discrimination 
in milling-in-translt privilege. 

May 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 24 to June 26, 1907. Answers filed. 

1058. Amercian Fruit Union of Cincinnati, Ohio, v, Cincinnati, New Orleans 

and Texas Pacific Railway Company and otiiers. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in rates on strawberries 

from Chattanooga, Tenn., to Cincinnati, Ohio, and discontinuance of 

special train service between said points. 
May 4, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 16, 1007. Answer filed. 
May 24-25, 1907. Hearing. 
June 15 to July 2, 1907. Briefs filed. 
July 11, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1059. Robert Watchom, United States Commissioner of Immigration at Port of 

New York v. New York Central and Hudson River Railroad Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in passenger fares for the 

transportation of immigrants from Boston, New York (including 

Jersey City, Hoboken, and Weehawken, N. J.), Philadelphia, and 

Baltimore to various inland points. 
May 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 22 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 
June 20, 1907. Hearing. 
October 30, 1907. Hearing. 

1060. The Baer Brothers Mercantile Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of section 4 in rates on beer in carloads from St. Louis, Mo., 

to Leadville, Colo. 
May 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 27 to June 15, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 29, 1907. Hearing. 
November 29 to December 7, 1907. Briefs filed. 
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lOCl. Cox Brothers v. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad Company. ,, 

Violation of sections 1 and 3 by refusing to supply sufficient number of 

cars for interstate shipments of hay from Afton, Ind. T. 
May 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 24, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 18, 1907. Hearing. 

1062. The Lead Commercial Club v, Chicago and Northwestern Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in class and commodity rates from 

Chicago and Omaha to Lead, S. Dak. 
May 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 24 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 
August 26-27, 1907. Hearing. 
September 16, 1907. Brief filed. 
October 7, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1063. Hillsdale Coal and Coke Company v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by undertaking to fix daily output capacity of 
various mines in Banks and Montgomery township, Pa., and dis- 
criminating against complainant in the distribution of cars i.i favor 
of other shippers of coal. 

May 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 

May 31, 1907. Answer filed. 

1064. Detroit Chemical Works v. Northern Central Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on iron pyrites from Baltimore 

to Detroit, Mich., as compared with the rates to Cincinnati, St. Louis, 

and Chicago, and with rate on nitrate of soda from Baltimore to 

Detroit. 
May 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 29 to June 27, 1907. Answers filed. 
June 27, 1907. Hearing. 
July 29 to September 30, 1907. Briefs filed, 
November 5, 1907. Oral argument. 

1065. Schwager and Nettleton (Incorporated) v. Northern Pacific Railway Com- 

pany. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in shipments of dry fir lumber from 

Lester, Wash., to Binford, N. Dak.; from Evaline Spur, Wash., to 

Menasha, Wis., and from Oso, Wash., to Plymouth, Pa., via Buffalo, 

N. Y., by compelling complainant to pay excessive rates because of 

^ wrongful change in route of shipment 

May 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 

June 10, 1907. Answer filed. 

November 11, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1066. A. M. Blodgett v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on oak lumber from Griflath- 

ville. Ark., to Biddle, Mo. 
May 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 22 to October 23, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 25, 1907. Hearing. 
November 6, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 
1007. McLaughlin Brothers v, Adams Express Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on horses in carloads from 

New York to Kansas City, Mo., via Columbus, Ohio, as compared with 

the rate via St. Louis, Mo. 
May 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 8, 1907. Answer filed. 
June 14, 1907. Hearing. 
August 1 to September 12, 1907. Briefs filed. 
November 4, 1907. Rei)ort and order filed. 
1068. Patrick Bannon v. Southern Express Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in rate on fresh fish In 

barrels and tubs from Haines City, Fla., to St. Louis, Mo., and 

unreasonable Ice allowance. 
May 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 8, 1907. Answer filed. 
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1009. Amarillo Gas Company v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Ck)m- 

pany and othera 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on crude petroleum and fuel 

oil from points in Kansas and Indian Territory to Amarillo, /Tex. 
May 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 23 to Jnne 21, 1907. Answers filed. 
July 3, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1070. Amarillo Gas Company v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on coke from Trinidad district 

in Colorado to Amarillo, Tex. 
May 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 24 to June 21, 1907. Answers filed. 

1071. Wiemer and Rich v, Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating rates caused by 

excessive minimum carload weight on hay from Ledyard, Iowa, to 

Minneapolis, Minn., and Pekin, 111. 
May 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
May 31 to June 14, 1907. Answers filed. 
July 1, 1907. Hearing. 
November 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1072. Carlisle Commission Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on hay from Blue Mound, 

Kans., to Kansas City, Mo. 
May 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 12, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 25, 1907. Hearing. 
November 6, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1073. Laning-Harris Coal and Grain Company v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 

Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 by exaction of illegal switching 

charge at Kansas City, Mo., on shipments of grain from various 

points. 
May 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 24, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 21, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1074. Laning-Harris Coal and Grain Company v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe 

Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 by exaction of Illegal switching 
charge at Kansas City, Mo., on shipments of hay from points in Colo- 
rado, Kansas, and Indian Territory. 

May 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 

June 24, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 21, 1907. Hearing. 

November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1075. Laning-Harris Coal and Grain Company v, Chicago, Milwaukee and St 

Paul Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 by exaction of Illegal switching 

charge at Kansas City, Mo., on shipments of coal from Jerome, Sey< 

mour, Rathbum, and Mystic, Iowa. 
May 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 3, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 21, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 
November 7 to 22, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1076. Laning-Harris Coal and Grain Company v, St. Louis and San Frauoisco 

Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 by exaction of illegal switching 

charge at Kansas City, Mo., on shipments of cord wood from points in 

Missouri through a part of Kansas. 
May 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 13, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 4, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 
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1083. Chicago Sash and Door Association v. Norfolk and Western Railway Com- 
pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3» and 4 in rate on sash and doors from Chi- 
cago to Williamson, W. Va., as compared with rate to Roanoke, Ap- 
pomattox, Nottaway, Blackstone, and Norfolk, Va. 

June 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 

June 13 to 27, 1907. Answers filed. 

September 17, 1907. Hearing. 

October 15 to 24, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1094. Struther- Wells Company v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on chemical plant machinery 
from Warren Pa., to Cadillac and Jennings, Mich., a combination rate 
on Buffalo being in excess of Joint through rates by other routes. 

June 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 

June 24 to July 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

1095. Foster Lumber Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lumber and its products, 
particularly shingles, from points in Washington Imown as Pacific 
coast points to Towner, Colo., and Tribune, Kans. 

June 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 

June 24 to July 2, 1907. Answers filed. 

1096. J. H. Leonard v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company.^ 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 in charges on shipment of coal from 

Arkansas points to Kansas City. 
June 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 12, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 25, 1907. Hearing. 
November 6, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1097. Oklahoma and Arkansas Coal Traffic Bureau v. Chicago, Rock Island 

and Pacific Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1 and 3 in rates on lump and slack coal from 

producing points In Indian Territory and Arkansas to points in 

Texas and Louisiana. 
June 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 24 to July 31, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 19, 1907. Hearing. 

1098. Bovalrd Supply Company v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 In rates on rope from San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., to Independence, Kans., as compared with rates to 
Kansas Cl^ and JopUn, Mo., Fort Scott, Kans., and Fort Smith, Ark. 

June 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 3 to October 23, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 23-24, 1907. Hearing. 

November 29, 1907. Brief filed. 

1099. General Electric Company and others v. New York Central and Hudson 

River Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of section 3 by refusing to allow switching charges at Schen- 
ectady, N. Y. 

June 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 9 to 12, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 7-8, 1907. Hearing. 

1100. Blsbee Board of Trade v. Southern Pacific Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on whisky and similar liquors 
In less than carload lots from San Francisco, Cal., to Blsbee, Ariz.; 
also In rates on candy and other commodities. 

June 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18. 1907. Answer filed. 

September 27, 1907. Order of dismissal filed. 
HOL Nicholas S. Love r. Denver and Rio Grande Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 In combination rate on green apples in boxes 
carload from Hotchkiss, Colo., to Goldfield, Nev. 

Juno 13. 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 3 to 18, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 6, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 
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1102. Lincoln Commercial Club v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in commodity rates from points in 

Kansas, Missouri, Arkansas, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas to 

Lincoln, Nebr. 
June 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
June 26 to July 29, 1907. Answers filed. 

1103. Commercial Club of Duluth, Minn. v. Northern Pacific Railway Com- 

pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in discrimination in storage privileges 
at Duluth on shipments from eastern points to St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis via Great Lakes. 

June 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 3 to 9, 1907. Answers filed. 

1104. R. Milne v. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by refusing to furnish sufficient number of cars 

for interstate shipments of hay at Miami, Ind. T. 
June 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 29, 1907. Ajiswer filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearing. 
November 20, 1907. Depositions filed. 

1105. Wills and Botts v, St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by refusing to furnish sufficient number of cars 

for interstate shipments of hay at Miami, Ind. T. 
June 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearing. 

1106. M. I. Gump V. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on sugar in carloads and 
less than carloads from New York to Johnson City, Tenn., as com- 
pared with the rates to Bristol and Morristown, Tenn. 

June 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 9 to 18, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 29, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1107. Laning-Harris Coal and Grain Company v. St. Louis and San Francisco 

Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 in rates on 42 carload shipments of 

hay from Quapaw and Aiton, Ind. T. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 4, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1108. Miller Walnut Company v. Atchison, Topelca and Santa Fe Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rate on walnut lumber from 

Oklahoma, Okla., to Galveston, Tex. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 15, 1907. Hearing. 

1109. The Kansas City Cotton Mills Company v. Chicago, Rock Island and 

Pacific Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on raw cotton from points in 
Texas, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to Kansas City, Mo., and 
Kansas City, Kans., as compared with rates on cotton fabrics. 

June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 9 to August 26, 1907. Answers filed. 

1110. Railroad Commission of Oregon v, Chicago and Aiton Railroad Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on denatured alcohol from 

Chicago and Missouri River points to north Pacific coast terminals. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 12 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 
September 16, 1907. Hearing. 
December 9, 1907. Report and order filed. 
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1111. Clark Brothers Coal Mining Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company* 

Violation of section 3 by discriminating against complainant in the 
township of Bigler, Pa., in favor of competitors in supplying cars for 
interstate shipments of coal. 

June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18, 1907. Answer filed. 

1112. Crane Railroad Company v, Philadelphia and Reading Railway Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 by refusing to account or pay complainant 

for services rendered in transporting freight on through shipments 

with defendants to and from Catasauqua, Pa. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18, 1907. Answers filed. 

1113. A. T. Haines v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lump and slack coal from 

Hartford and Huntington, Ark., and McAlester coal district in Indian 

Territory to Kingfisher, Okla. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1114. Kingfisher Mill and Elevator Company v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 

Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lump and slack coal from 

Hartford and Huntington, Ark., and McAlester coal district in Indian 

Territory to Kingfisher, Okla. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1115. Oklahoma Mill Company v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lump and slack coal from 

Hartford and Huntington, Ark., and McAlester coal district in Indian 

Territory to Kingfisher, Okla. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1116. A. H. Schowalter and Company v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Rail- 

way Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lump and slack coal from 

Hartford and Huntington, Ark., and McAlester coal district in Indian 

Territory to Kingfisher, Okla. 
June 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1117. Territory of Oklahoma v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Com- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on wheat from Goodwin, Shat- 

tuck. Gage, Okla., and other points in Oklahoma to Kansas City, Mo. 
June 26, 1907. Complalait filed. 
July 18, 1907. Answer filed. 

1118. Territory of Oklahoma t\ Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Com- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on slack and nut coal from 

Pittsburg, Kans., and points in Colorado to points in Oklahoma. 
June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18, 1907. Answer filed. 

1119. Territory of Oklahoma v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on grain and grain products 

from Ponca City, Okla., to El Reno, Bnid, and Guthrie, Okla., Tulsa, 

Muskogee, and McAlester, Ind. T., and Fort Smith, Hot Springs, and 

Little Rock, Ark. 
June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 9 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 
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1120. Territory of Oklahoma v, Chicago, Bock Island and Pacific Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock, including hogs, 

from points in Oklahoma to Fort Worth, Tex., as compared with 

rates to Kansas City, Mo. 
June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 9 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1121. Territory of Oklahoma v. Chicago, Bock Island and Pacific Bailway Com- 

pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on petroleum and its products 
from Kansas City, Mo., and points in Kansas to Guthrie, Oklahoma 
City, Enid, and other Oklahoma common points. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 9 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1122. Territory of Oklahoma v, Chicago, Bock Island and Pacific Bailway Com- 

imny and others. 

Violation of sections 1,2, and 3 in so-called blanket rates on yellow 
pine lumber from points in Texas, Louisiana, Arkansas, and Missis- 
sippi to various points in Oklahoma. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1123. The August J. Bulte Milling Company and others v, Chicago and Alton 

Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on fiour, feed, and grain prod- 
ucts, taking same rates from Kansas City, St. Joseph, Leavenworth, 
and Atchison to the Atlantic seaboard for both export and domestic 
use as compared with the rates from Minneapolis, Minn. 

June 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

September 7, 1907. Order entered making additional defendants. 

October 2 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1124. Montgomery Freight Bureau t?, Louisville and Nashville Bailroad Com- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on phosphate rock from Mount 

Pleasant, Tenn., to Montgomery, Ala, 
June 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18, 1907. Answer filed. 

1125. Montgomery Freight Bureau v, Louisville and Nashville Bailroad Com- 

pany. 
Violation of section 3 in through rates on classes 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, and 

on coal, coffee, horses, mules, cattle, tobacco, and trunks from New 

Orleans to Montgomery as compared with the sum of the locals on 

Mobile. 
June 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18, 1907. Answer filed. 
August 17, 1907. Amendment to complaint filed. 
Sei)tember 21, 1907. Answer to amended complaint filed. 

1126. Wyman, Partridge and Company and others v. Boston and Maine Bail- 

road and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in through lake and rail 
rates from Boston, New York, and other eastern common points to 
Minneapolis on various xlasses of freight in order to cover cost of 
marine insurance, while defendants still except themselves from lia- 
bility "the dangers of navigation." 

June 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

August 15, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 

August 27 to September 9, 1907. Answers to intervening petition filed. 

1127. Cosmopolitan Shipping Company v, Hamburg American Packet Company 

and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by forming combination for the divi- 
sion or distribution of export freight, subjecting producers, manufac- 
turers, and shippers of United States to unreasonable rates of trans- 
portation, and those not belonging to the pool or combination to 
unjust discrimination. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
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1127— Continued. 

August 29, 1907. Joint demurrer filed. 

November 2, 1907. Order entered permitting amendment to complaint. 

1128. American Bankers' Association v, American Express Company and others. 

Violation of section 3 by discriminating against complainants in the 
business of dealing in exchange, both foreign and domestic, in the 
form of money orders, letters of credit, etc. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

1129. The August J. Bulte Milling Company and others v, Chicago and Alton 

Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in further advance in rates on flour, 

feed, and grain products from Kansas City, St. Joseph, Leavenworth, 

and Atchison to the Atlantic seaboard. 
June 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18 to September 14, 1907. Answers filed. 

September 7, 1907. Order entered bringing in additional defendants. 
October 2 to November 18, 1907. Answers filed. 

1130. James Stark v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock from points in 
Kansas, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to Kansas 
City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 2, 1907. Answer filed. 

1131. James Stark v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock from points In 
Kansas, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to Kansas 
City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 31, 1907. Answer filed. 

1132. James Stark v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock from points in 
Kansas, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to Kansas 
City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1133. James Stark v. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock from points in 
Kansas, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to Kansas 
City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 31, 1907. Answer filed. 

1134. James Stark v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock from points in 
Kansas, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to Kansas 
City and St. Joseph, Mo. 

June 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

1135. James B. Stark and Company and others v. Missouri Pacific Railway 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in rates on hardwood lum- 
ber from points in Missouri, Arkansas, and Louisiana to Memphis, 
Tenn., New Orleans, and other points in Louisiana, Illinois, Texas, 
Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, Iowa, and Kentucky. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30 to September 23, 1907. Answers filed. 

1136. Bulah Coal Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by discriminating against complainant in favor 
of Berwind- White Mining Company in the distribution of cars for 
interstate shipments of coal from Bigler, Pa., to points outside the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 10, 1907. Answer filed. 

1137. Bulah Coal Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by discriminating against complainant in favor 
of Berwind- White Mining Company in the distribution of cars for 
interstate shipments of coal from Bigler, Pa., to points outside the 
State of PeanBylvanlBL, 
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FOBMAL PB00EEDING8. 256 

1137— Continued. 

June 28, 1907. CJomplaint filed. 
August 15, 1907. Answer filed. 

1138. George D. Burgess and others v. Transcontinental Freight Bureau and 

others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by illegal combination of carriers in- 
creasing the rate on hardwoods from Memphis and all points in 
the Missouri and Mississippi common points territories to the Pa- 
cific coast terminals. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18 to August 27, 1907. Answers filed. 

August 26, 1907. Amended and supplemental complaint filed. 

September 7 to 25, 1907. Answers to amended petition filed. 

1139. W. F. Jacoby and Company v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 3 by discriminating against complainant in favor 
of Berwind-White Mining Company in the distribution of cars for 
interstate shipments of coal from Bigler, Pa., to points outside the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 15, 1907. Answer filed. 

1140. Berckmans Brothers v. Georgia Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates of transportation refrigeration and car 
service on shipments of peaches from Mayfleld, Ga., to Boston, New 
York, Philadelphia, Washington, Hartford, and other points. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1141. Esserman Brothers v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges on boots and shoes from 

various manufacturing centers to points in Georgia and beyond. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1142. J. Kuttner and Company v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges on boots and shoes from 
various manufacturing centers in the north and the east to Rome, 
Ga. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 18 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1143. Miller and Dean v. Western and Atlantic Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges for. freight, car service, 
and refrigeration for shipments of peaches from Halls Station, 
Ga., to various points north and east. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed, 

July 30 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1144. G. H. Miller and Son v. Western and Atlantic Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges for freight, refrigeration, 

and car service on shipments of peaches from Pinson Station, 

Plainville, and McDaniels Station, Ga., to various points in the 

north and east. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1145. Miller and Wood v. Central of Georgia Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on peaches from Lindale, 

Ga., to various points north and east. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. # 

July 30 to September 16, 1907. • Answers filed. 

1146. Miller Orchard Company v. Central of Georgia Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates for refrigeration and car 

service on shipments of peaches from Sprites, Ga., to various points 

north and east. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

24274—08 ^17 
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1147. W. P. Simpflon v. NaflhriUe, C3uittaiiosa and St. IxKiis Bmllwax Company 

and otben. 
Violation of sections X 2, and S in diargea for freigiit, nsfri g e r atioii, 

and car serrice on shipments of peaches from Borneo Ga^ to Tariooa 

points north and east. 
Jnne 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
Jnly 30 to Septemher 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

314S. EL J. WilHngham r. Central of Cieorgia RaUway Company and othersL 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges for frel^t, refrigeration, 
and car service on shipments of peaches from Markhallvillc; Ga^ to 
Tarions points. * 

Jnne 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
Jnly 30 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1149. Willin^ham Fruit Company r. Central of Georgia Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges for frei^t, refrigeration, 

and car service on shipments of peaches from MarshallTille, Ga., to 

various points north and east. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to September 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1150. City of Si>okane v. Great Northern Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by discriminating against Spokane 
in favor of Seattle, Wash., in rate on sheet steel from Pittsburg. Pa. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed, 

July 3f>, lifffl. Answer filed. 

September 19, 1907. Order entered ; case suspended at request of com- 
plainant. 

1151. City of Sr>okane v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. 

Virihition of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by discriminating against Spokane 
In favor of Seattle, Wash., in rates on sheet steel and rivets from 
PittHburg, Pa., to the respective cities. 

June 28, 11i07. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer and demurrer filed. 

Ser>temlK»r 19, 1907. Order entered ; case suspended at request of com- 
plainant. 

1152. City of Spokane v, Oregon Railroad and Navigation Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by discriminating against Spokane, 
WaHh., in favor of Portland, Oreg., in rate on sheet steel from Pitts- 
burg, I*u., to the respective cities. 

June 28, 1JK)7. Complaint filed. 

July 3^), lfK)7. Demurrer filed. 

Sef)teniber 10, 1907. Order entered ; case suspended at request of com- 
plainant. 

1153. Enid Ire and Fuel Company v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from points in 

Indian Territory to Enid, Okla. 
June 28, lfK)7. Complaint filed. 
July 31, 1JK>7. Answer filed. 
Nov(?niber 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1154. EnUl Ire and Fuel Company v. Fort Smith and Western Railroad Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from points in 

Indian Territory to Enid, Okla. 
Jnne 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1155. F. J. Gentry v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from points in 

Indian Territory to Goltry, Okla. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 31, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 
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1156. F, J. Gentry v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company and 

other& 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from points In 

Indian Territory to Pond Greek and others points in Oklahoma. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 31, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1157. J. T, Gist V, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company and 

other& 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from i>oints in 

Indian Territory to Enid, Okla. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 31, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1158. W. B. Johnston v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from points in 

Indian Territory to Enid and Hitchcock, Okla. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 31, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1159. Farmers' Business Association v. Chicago, Burlington and Qulncy Rail- 

way Company. 

Violation of section 3 by discriminating against the town of Ilolbrook, 
Nebr., In supplying cars for the shipment of live stock and especi- 
ally for the shipment of hogs to Denver, Colo. 

June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 10, 1907. Answer filed. 

1160. C. M. Howard and Brother v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 in rates on cattle and calves from Stlgler 

and San Bols, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo. • 
June 28, 1907, Complaint filed. 
July 18 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 
December 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1161. Bass and Heard v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on boots and shoes from vari- 
ous points to Rome, Ga. 
June 21>, 1JK)7. Complaint filed. 
July 18 to Sei)tember 16, 1907. Answers filed. 

1162. Beatrice Creamery Company and others v. Illinois Central Railroad 

Comimny and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on milk and cream, In the ter- 
ritory Immediately surrounding the city of Chicago. 

June 29, 1907. Complaint filed. . 

July 31 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

1163. Forest City EYeight Bureau v. Ann Arbor Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on wire brushes and wire 

brooms by reason of their classification with toilet brushes. 
June 29, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 18 to October 3, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 11, 1907. Hearing. 

1164. Molse Brothers Company v. Chicago, Rock Island and El Paso Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rate on coal from Picton and 

other points in Colorado to Santa Rosa, N. Mex. 
June 29, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to August 26, 1907. Answers filed. 

1165. Parlln and Orendorff Company v. St Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern 

Railway Company. 
Violation of section 1 by overcharge on carload of vehicles from St 

Louis, Mo., to Beebe, Ark. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 11, 1907. Answers filed. 
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11C6. R. C. Tidwell v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Ck>mpany and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on cattle and calves from 

Kiuta, Ind. T., to Kansas City as compared with the combination of 

the locals. 
June 28, 1907. CJomplaint filed. 
July 18 to October 21, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 
November 18, 1907. Brief filed. 
December G, 1907. Report and order filed. 
1107. Hydraulic-Pressed Brick Company v. St Louis and San Francisco Rail- 
road Company and others. 
Yiolutions of sections 1, 2, and 3 in Joint through rates on enameled 

bricks in carloads from Cheltenham, Mo., to New Iberia, La. 
June 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to August 3, 1907. Answers filed, 
lies. Florida Fruit and Vegetable Shippers* Protective Association v. Atlantic 

Coast Line Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on citrus fruits and vegetables 

from Flof-ida points to points north and east. 
July 3, 1907. Complahit filed. 
July 30 to September 14, 1907. Answers filed. 

1169. Pacific Purchasing Company v, Chicago and Northwestern Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on shipment of brass beds from 

Kendsha, Wis., to Los Angeles, Cal. 
July 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 3 to 10, 1907. Answers filed. 
September 26, 1907. Hearing. 
November 7, 1907. Statement filed. 
December 2, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1170. H. G. Hancock i^. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cattle and calves, from 
Kiowa, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with the sum of 
the locals. 

July 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

November 18, 1907. Brief filed. 

December 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1171. M. L. Rhodes v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cattle and calves from 
Kiowa, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with the combina- 
tion of the locals. 

July 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

November 18, 1907. Brief filed. 

December 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1172. T. A. Bounds v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on cattle and calves from 
Kiowa, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with the combina- 
tion of the locals. 

July 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

November 18, 1907. Brief filed. 

December 6, 1907, Report and order filed. 

1173. R. A. Robon v, Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on cattle and calves from Kinta, 
Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with the combination of the 
locals. 

July 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30 to October 21, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

November 18, 1907. Brief filed. 

December 6, 1907, Report and order fliM. 
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1174. Com Belt Meat Producers' Association v, Chicago, Burlington and Qulncy 

Railway Company and others. . 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on live stock from Iowa points 

to Chicago as compared with the rate from points in Illinois and 

Chicago, and discrimination against Iowa shippers in the matter of 

" feeding in transit " rates. 
July 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to September 14, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 31, 1907. Amendment to complaint filed. 
November 9, 1907. Answer to amendment filed. 

1175. Merchants Traffic Association v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cameras, camera stands, 

motor cycles, and bicycles from St. Louis, Mo., to Denver, Colo. 
July 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to September 24, 1907. Answers filed. 
September 10, 1907. Amendment to complaint filed. 
October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

1176. Merchants' Traffic Association v. Oregon Railroad and Navigation Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on books from Portland, Oreg., 

to Denver, Colo. 
July 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 30, 1907. Hearing. 

1177. Jewett Brothers and Jewett v, Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates from Chicago, Milwaukee, 
Green Bay, and other Lake Michigan points to Sioux Falls as com- 
pared with rate to Sioux City. 

July 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30 to August 10, 1907. Answers filed. 

August 29, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 

1178. Vlrginla-I..ee Company v. Black Mountain Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by refusing to furnish connection, spur 
tracks, etc., to the coal mines of complainants in Lee County, Va,, 
without exacting unfair conditions. 

July 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 10, 1907. Answer filed. 

1179. National Hay Association v. Michigan Central Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by arbitrarily removing hay and straw 

from the sixth class to the fifth class in Official Classification. 
July 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 10 to September 9, 1907. Answers filed. 

1180. Meeker and Company v. Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against complainant 
in charges on coal from the Wyoming coal region of Pennsylvania 
to Perth Amboy, N. J., in favor of the coal company owned by 
defendant. 

July 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1181. J. B. Cobb V. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rate on cattle and calves from Mid- 
way, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with combination of 
lodals. 

July 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

December 6, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1182. O. L. Dulany v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rate on cattle and calves from Mid- 
way, Ind. T., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with the combination 
of the locals. 

July 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 

July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 21-22, 1907. Hearing. 

December 6, 1907. Report and ot^^^t i^<^^ 
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1183. Raven Red Ash Coal Company and others t\ Norfolk and Western Rail- 

way Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in rates against 

complainants in favor of mines in which stockholders of defendant 

are interested. 
July 18, 1907. X^omplaint filed. 
August 10, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 6, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 
November 16, 1907. Order entered amending Intervening petition. 
November 29, 1907. Answer to intervening petition filed. 

1184. Arkansas Fuel Company t?. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by collection of illegal switching 

charges on shipment of coal to Kansas City, Mo. 
July 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 
July 30, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 25, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 
November 7 to 22, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1185. In the Matter of the Issuance of Passes to Bondsmen by the Missouri, 

Kansas and Texas Railway Company and th& Missouri, Kansas and 

Texas Railway Company of Texas. 
July 20, 1907. Order entered. 
September 13, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 4, 1907. Proceedings ordered discontinued. 
November 6, 1907. Argument filed. 

1186. P. P. Griffin v. New York Central and Hudson River Railroad Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by charging the sum of the local rates 

on carload shipments of lumber from Bell's Landing, Pa., to Sidney, 

N. Y., instead of the published through rate. 
July 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 15, 1907. Answer filed. 

1187. Romona Oolitic Stone Company i\ Chicago, Indianapolis and Louisville 

Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to weigh carloads of stone, 

billing such shipments at marked capacity of cars used. 
July 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 13, 1907. Hearing. 

1188. Romona Oolitic Stone Company v, Vandalia Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusing to weigh carloads of stone, 

billing such shipments at marked capacity of cars used. 
July 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 13, 1907. Hearing. 

1189. J. H. Werbelovsky v. Buffalo, Rochester and Pittsburg Railway Comimny 

and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on window glass from Brad- 
ford, Pa., to Bushwick, Long Island. 

July 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 10 to 14, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

1190. Cohn Brothers v, Yazoo and Mississippi Valley Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on compressed cotton from 
Lorman to New Orleans, La., as compared with the rate from Port 
Gibson, Miss., and also from Lorman, Miss., to Boston and eastern 
points as compared with the rate from Port Gibson, Miss. 

July 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 11, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1191* Phillips-Trawick-James Company t?. Southern Pacific Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on canned goods and dried 

fruits from southern Pacific coast terminals to Nashville, Tenn. 
July 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 12 to 26, 1907. Answers filed. 
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1192. Georges Creek Basin Coal Company of Allegany County v. Baltimore 

and Ohio Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 by discriminating against complain- 
ants in rate on coal from their mines in Allegany County, Md., to 
tidewater in favor of mines situated at points in Pennsylvania. 

July .30, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 26 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1193. Wood River Grain Company v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by discriminatory practices in supplying 

cars for the shipment of grain. 
July 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 12, 1907. Answer filed. 

1194. Ocheltree Grain Company v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on snapped com from Indian 

Territory points to points in Texas. 
July 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 29, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1195. Alaska Lumber Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on shingles from Edgecomb, 

Wash., to El Paso, Tex. 
August 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 21 to 23, 1907. Answers filed, 
September 13, 1907. Hearing. 

1196. Charles A. Sibley v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination against passengers 
traveling from a point In Nebraska over a line through Colorado 
to another point in Nebraska in favor of passengers traveling over a 
line wholly within the State of Nebraska. 

August 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 7, 1907. Answer filed. 

1197. Banner Milling Company v. New York Central and Hudson River Rail- 

road Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on fiour and similar commod- 
ities from Buffalo to Boston and other points taking the same rates. 

August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 14, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 18, 1907. Hearing. 

November 2 to 23, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1198. Thornton and Chester Milling Company v. Delaware, I^ackawanna and 

Western Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on fiour and like commodities 

from Buffalo, N. Y., to Providence, R. I. 
August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 21, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 18, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2, 1907. Brief filed. 

1199. Washburn-Crosby Company v. Erie Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on fiour from Buffalo, N. Y., 

to Unionvllle, Conn. 
August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 22, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 18, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2 to 30, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1200. Washburn-Crosby Company v, Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on fiour from Buffalo, N. Y., 

to Irvlngton, N. J. 
August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 20, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 18, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2, 1907. Brief filed. 
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1201. Washburn-Crosby Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on bran from Buffalo, N. Y., 

to Baltimore, Md. 
August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 22, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 18, 1907. Hearing. • 

November 2 to 14, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1202. Oklahoma and Arkansas Coal Traffic Bureau v. Midland Valley Railroad 

Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by declining to accept and transport ship- 
ments of coal from shipping points in Indian Territory and Arkansas 
to Howe and Kemp, Tex., when consigned to purchasing agent South- 
em Pacific Company, notwithstanding published through joint rates. 

August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 22, 1907. Answer filed. 

November 19, 1907. Hearing. 

December 2, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1203. Theron F. Miller v. Michigan Central Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 1 in interstate passenger fare from Michigan City, 

Ind., to New Buffalo, Mich. 
August 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 12, 1907. Answer filed. 
September 17, 1907. Hearing. 
October 7, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1204. Pecos Mercantile Company v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on wagons,- packing-house 
products, wire, nails, canned goods, etc., from Chicago, St. Louis, and 
Denver to Pecos, Tex., as compared with the rate for the longer haul 
over the same line to El Paso and Big Spring, Tex. 

August 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 14 to September 3, 1907. Answers filed. 

1205. S. R. Washer Grain Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against Atchison, 
Kans., in favor of Leavenworth and Coffeyville, Kans., by furnishing 
the latter cities various services in connection with the handling of 
grain while refusing Atchison such privilege. 

August 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 26, 1907. Answer filed. 

1206. Detroit Chemical Works v. Erie Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on iron pyrites from New York 

to Detroit, Mich. 
August 6, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 19, 1907. Amended petition filed. 

August 19, 1907. Order entered bringing In additional defendants. 
August 24 to September 19, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1207. J. H. Leonard Coal Company v. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad 

Company. 
Violation of section 1 In basis of computing rate on actual or estimated 

mine weight on shipments of coal from points in Kansas, Arkansas, 

and Indian Territory. 
August 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 9, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1208. J. H. Leonard Coal Company r. Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway 

Company. 
Violation of section 1 In basis of computing rate on estimated or mine 

weight on shipments of coal from points In Kansas, Arkansas, and 

Indian Territory. 
August 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 15, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907, Order of dismissal entered. 
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1209. CJoomes and McGraw v, Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of section 1 in charges on brpom com in carloads from Elk 

City, Okla., to Sioux City, Iowa. 
August 7, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 31 to September 9, 1907. Answers filed. 

1210. Missouri and Kansas Shippers Association v. Missouri, Kansas and Texas 

Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on hay from points in Kansas 

to Kansas City, Mo. 
August 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 15, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907. Report and opinion filed. 

1211. Star Coal Company v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railway Com- 

pany. . . 

Violation of section 1 by the exaction of Illegal switching charge at 

Kansas City on shipments of coal. 
August 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 19, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 21, 1907. Hearing. 
November 7 to 22, 1907. Briefs filed. 
November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1212. Missouri and Kansas Shippers Association v. Atchison, Topeka and Santa 

Fe Railway Company. 
Violation of section 1 by exaction of Illegal switching charge at Kansas 

City on shipments of hay. 
August 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 7, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearing. 

1213. William Morti v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St Paul Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in charges on shipment of seven car- 
loads of cattle from Leon, Kans., to Chicago, 111. 
August 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 22, 1907. Answer filed. 

1214. Minneapolis Threshing Machine Company v. Chicago, St. Paul, Minne- 

apolis and Omaha Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against Minneapolis 
in favor of Racine, Wis., and fiattle Creek, Mich., In rates on agri- 
cultural implements and machinery to New York for export. 

August 12, 1907. Complaint filed. 

August 27 to September 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

1215. Reliance Coal Company v. Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on coal from Reliance Colliery 
to South Wilkesbarre, Pa., and from Pittston, Pa., to Buffalo, N. Y, 
August 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 7, 1907. Answer filed. 

1216. Schwager and Nettleton t\ Great Northern Railway Company. 

Violation of section 1 by overcharge on shipments of lumber from Avon, 

Wash., to Minnesota Transfer, Minn., and Mlnot, S. Dak. 
August 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 9, 1907. Answer filed. 
September 13, 1907. Hearing. 
October 23, 1907. Brief filed. 
December 6, 1907, Report and order filed. 

1217. John B. Manning v, Chicago and Alton Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of section 2 by unlawful consolidation of defendants' lines, 

with refusal to furnish information to stockholders. 
August 15, 1007. Complaint filed. 
September 20, 1907. Joint demurrer filed. 
October 15, 1907. Argument of petitioner on demurrer filed. 
October 28, 1907. Hearing. 
November 9 to 21, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1218. Nebraska State Railway Commission v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 In rate on lump coal from Rock 

Springs and Hanna, Wyo., to i^lntB Ici '^^\^t«l^9&3^« 
Aa^st 15, 1907. Complaint ftled. 
September 27, 1907. Answer flle^ 
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1219. Coffeyville Vitrified Brick and Tile CJompany v. St. Louis and San Fran- 

cisco Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rate on vitrified brick from Cherry- 
vale, Kans., to Duncan, Ind. T. 

August 16, 11K)7. Complaint filed. 

September 27, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 26, 1907. Hearing. 

November 11, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1220. Mayer Coal Company v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St Paul Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 by exaction of illegal switching 

charge at Kansas City on shipments of coal. 
August 20, 1907. Complahit filed. 
September 3, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 21, 1907. Hearing. 
November 7 to 22, 1907. Briefs filed. 
November 4, 1907. Report and opinion filed. 

1221. E. W. Pressley v. Gulf, Colorado and Santa Fe Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in through rates on cotton seed from * 

Marietta, Ind. T., to Cleburne and Piano, Tex., exceeding sum of 

locals. 
August 20, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 14 to November 13, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 13, 1907. Hearing. 
Dec-ember 2, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1222. Gray-Bryan Coal Company v, Chicago, Milwaukee and St Paul Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 6 by exaction of illegal switching 

charge at Kansas City on shipments of coal. 
August 20, 11X)7. Complaint filed. 
September 3, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 21, 1907. Hearing. 
November 4, 1907. Report and order filed. 
November 7 to 22, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1223. Nevada Conmiercial League v, Nevada-Califomla-Oregon Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against the city 

of Reno, Nev., in rates and the failure to furnish cars. 
August 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 19, 1907. Answer filed. 
September 23, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1224. Missouri and Kansas Shippers' Association v. Missouri Pacific Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in switcliing charges 

at Kansas City on shipments of various commodities. 
August 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearhig. 
October 23, 1907. Answer filed. 

1225. Missouri and Kansas Shippers' Association v. Missouri Pacific Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1. 2, and 3 by discriminatory switching charges 

on coal at Kansas City. 
August 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 19, 1907. Answer filed. 
Oct()l)er 22, 1907. Hearing, 

1226. Missouri and Kansas Shippers' Association i;. Kansas City Belt Railway 

Comi)any and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exaction of illegal switching charge 

at Kansas City. 
August 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 
August 31 to October 19, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 22, 1907. Hearing. 
October 28, 1907. Amendment to answer filed. 
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• 

1227. J. W. Thompson Lumber Company and others v, Illinois Central Railroad 

Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by arbitrary increase in rate on hard- 
wood lumber from Memphis, Tenn., to New. Orleans, La. 

June 28, 1007. Complaint filed. 

August 26, 1907. Amendment to complaint filed. 

August 28, 1907. Order entered bringing in additional defendants. 

September 27 to November 4, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 9-11, 1907. Hearing. 

1228. Export Shipping Company v. Wabash Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by overcharge on carload shipments 
of mixed freight and discrimination on shipments of carloads of 
merchandise. 

August 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 21 to October 28, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

1229. Export Shipping Company v. New York, Chicago and St. I^uis Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by overcharge on carload shipment of 

mixed freight Chicago to New York and discrimination on shipments 

of carloads of merchandise. 
August 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 21 to 25, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

1230. Export Shipping Company v. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by overcharge on carload shipment 
of mixed freight Chicago to New York and discrimination on ship- 
ments of carloads of merchandise. 

August 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 16, 1907. Answer filed. 

October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

1231. The Greater Des Moines Committee (Incorporated) v, Chicago, Rock 

Island and Pacific Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In freight rates from points east of 

Indiana-Illinois State line via Rock Island, 111., to Des Moines, Iowa. 
August 24, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 19, 1907. Answer filed. 

1232. Merchants Trafilc Association v. Pacific Express Company. 

Violation of section 1 by increase in rates on milk between St. Paul, 

Nebr., and Denver, Colo. 
August 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 17, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 30, 1907. Hearing. 
December 2, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1233. George W. Clarke v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 8, and 4 in charge on carload of potatoes 

from Sioux Falls, S. Dak., to Brookhaven, Miss. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 11, 1907. Answer filed. 

1234. Missouri Valley Banana Dealers' Association v. Missouri, Kansas and 

Texas Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by charging for refrigeration of per- 
ishable fruits and vegetables shipped from points in Arkansas, 
Texas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Indian Territory to points in the 
States of Missouri and Kansas on basis of weight greater than basis 
on which the freight charges on said products was computed. 

August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 3 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

1235. Topeka Banana Dealers' Association v, St Louis and San Francisco 

Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on bananas from New Orleans, 

Mobile, and other southern points to Topeka, Kans. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 14 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 27, 1907. Order entered bringing in additional defendants. 
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1236. Missouri Valley Banana Dealers' Association v. St. Louis and San Fran- 

cisco Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on bananas from New Or- 
leans, La., and Mobile, Ala., to Kansas City, Mo., as compared with 
the rate to Burlington, Iowa. 

August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 16 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 27, 1907. Order entered bringing In additional defendant. 

1237. Thompson and McOlure v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 by illegal advance in rates on yellow-pine lumber 

from Mississippi points to Ohio River gateways. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1238. Jarratt and Son t?. St. Louis, Iron Mountain and Southern Railway Com- 

pany and others. • 

Violation of section 1 in charges on " French claret " staves in car- 
loads from Marianna, La Grange, and Marvell, Ark., to New Orleans 
and Westwego, La. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 16 to November 7, 1907. Answers filed. 

1239. Traffic Bureau, Merchants* Exchange of St. Louis, v. Chicago, Burlington 

and Qulncy Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminatory charge on grain 

from points in Kansas and Nebraska to St. Louis, Mo. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 18, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2, 1907. Brief filed. 

1240. Traffic Bureau, Merchants' Exchange of St. Louis, v. Missouri Pacific 

Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating charges on grain 

from points in Kansas and Nebraska to St. Louis, Mo. 
August 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 21, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2 to 18, 1907. Briefs filed. 

1241. Traffic Bureau, Merchants' Exchange of St Louis, v. Chicago, Rock Island 

and Pacific Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating charges on grain 

from points in Kansas and Nebraska to St. Louis, Mo. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 2, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2, 1907. Brief filed. 

1242. Oshkosh Logging Tool Company and others v, Chicago and Northwestern 

Railway Company. 
Violation of section 1 in overcharges on freight shipments and refusal 

to adjust claims therefor. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 23, 1907. Demurrer filed. 
November 15, 1907. Order entered indefinitely postponing further 

action. 

1243. Oshkosh Logging Tool Company and others v. Chicago and Northwestern 

Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting freight rates on various 

goods and commodities in excess of sum of the locals. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 12 to October 31, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 15, 1907. Order entered indefinitely postponing further 

action. 

1244. H. C. Wallace (assignee) v, Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting excessive and unlawful 

terminal charges for the delivery of cars of live stock at Union Stock 

Yards, Chicago, 111. 
August 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 14 to October 12, 1907. Answers filed. 
August 29, 1907. Amended petition tiled. 
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1245. Termaat and Monahan Company and others v, Wisconsin Central Railway 

Company and othera 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting through rates on various 

goods and commodities greater than the combination of the local rates. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 12 to 19, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 15, 1907. Order entered iuderinitely postponing further 

action. 

1246. Oshkosh Logging Tool Company and others v, Chicago, Milwaukee and 

St Paul Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting through rates on various 

goods and commodities which are higher than combination of local 

rates. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 12 to October 31, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 15, 1907. Order entered indefinitely postponing further 

action. 

1247. P. J. Rice v. Georgia Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on coal from Jellico Mines, 
Tenn., to Augusta, Ga., as compared with the rates to Charleston, S. C. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 17 to October 1, 1907. Answers filed. 

1248. GofT-Klrby Coal Company v, Bessemer and Lake Erie Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by arbitrary and unreasonable classi- 
fication of cannel coal. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 9, 1907. Answer filed. 

1249. Butts Cannel Coal Company v. Bessemer and Lake Erie Railroad Com- 

pany. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by arbitrary and unreasonable classi- 
fication of cannel coal. 

August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 9, 1907. Answer filed. 

1250. J. B. Kendrlck v, Chicago, Burlington and Qulncy Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting excessive and unlawful 
terminal charge for tiie delivery of cars of live stock at Union Stock 
Yards, Chicago, 111. 

August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 21, 1907. Answer filed« 

1251. Kendrlck and Burrows v. Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railroad 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting excessive and unlawful 

terminal charge for the delivery of cars of live stcok at Union Stock 

Yards, Chicago, 111. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 21, 1907. Answer filed. 

1252. Fels and Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 22, and 3 in classification of soaps in less than 

carloads. 
April 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 22, 1907. Answer filed. 

1253. Jaclsson Lumber Company v. Central of Georgia Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 8 in rates on yellow-pine lumber from 

Southwestern EYeight Association territory and Mississippi Valley 

Southeastern territory to points in New York, Penn^lvanifl, New 

Jersey, and the New England States. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 25 to October 7, 1907. Answers filed. 

1254. Florala Saw Mill Company v. Central of Georgia Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 8 In irates on yellow-pine lumber from 

Southwestern Freight Association territory and Mississippi Valley 

southeastern territory to points in New York, Pennsylvania, New 

Jersey, and the New England States. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 25 to October T, IWI. Aii«?Y«c% ^^du 
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1255. Charles J. Hysham v. Chicago, Burlington and Qulncy Railroad Com- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting excessive and unlawful 

terminal charge for the delivery of cars of live stock at Union Stock 

Yards, Chicago, 111. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 16, 1907. Answer filed. 

1256. Count R. Boyd v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on yellow-pine lumber from 
points in Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Florida to Nashville, 
Tenn. 

August 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 27, 1907. Answer filed. 

1257. Norvell and Wallace v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections t, 2, and 3 in rates on yellow-pine lumber from 

points in Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Florida to Nashville, 

Tenn. 
August 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 12 to 27, 1907. Answers filed. 

1258. Winters Metallic Paint Company v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Rail- 

way Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on ground Iron ore in carloads 

from Iron Range, Wis., and Chicago common points to Pacific coast 

terminals. 
August 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 23 to October 14, 1907. Answers filed. 

1259. Chickasaw Compress Company v. Gulf, Colorado and Santa Fe Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton from Ardmore and 

other Indian Territory and Oklahoma points to Boston, Mass. 
August 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 27 to October 2, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 2, 1907. Amended petition filed. 
November 15, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 
November 15, 1907. Hearing. 

1260. Pauls Valley Compress and Storage Company v. Gulf, Colorado and Santa 

Fe Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton from Ardmore and 

other Indian Territory points to Boston, Mass. 
August 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 27, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 2, 1907. Amendment to complaint filed. 
October 7, 1907. Answer to amended complaint filed. 
November 15, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 
November 15, 1907. Hearing. 

1261. Frank W, Hunt v. New York Central and Hudson River Railroad Com- 

pany. 
Violation of section 1 in rates on dry hides from New York City to 

Island Falls and Brldgewater, Me. 
August 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 13, 1907. Amended petition filed. 
October 3, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 7, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1262. Frank W. Hunt v. Boston and Maine Railroad and others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates on sole leather from Island Falls and 
Brldgewater, Me., to Boston, Mass., and in rates on dry hides from 
Boston to Brldgewater and Island Falls, Me. 

August 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 13, 1907. Amended petition filed. 

October 7, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1263. Traflac Bureau, Merchants* Exchange of St. Louis, v. St. Louis and San 

Francisco Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on grain from points In 

Kansas to St. Louis. 
August 31, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 2, 1907. Answer filed. 
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* * 

1263— Continued. 

October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2, 1907. Brtef filed. 

1264. Hysham and MePherson v, Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railroad 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting excessive and unlawful 

terminal charge for the delivery of cars of live stock at Union Stock 

Yards, Chicago, 111. 
August 31, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 16, 1907. Answer filed. 

1265. Thomas B. MePherson v. Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railroad Com- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by exacting excessive and unlawful 

terminal charge for tiie delivery of cars of live stock at Union Stock 

Yards, Chicago, 111. 
August 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 16, 1907. ^swer filed. 

1266. Traffic Bureau, Merchants' Exchange of St. Louis, v. Missouri Pacific 

Railway Company and others. 
Violation of section 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against St. Louis 

in favor of Kansas City, St Joseph, Mo., and Omaha, Nebr., in rates 

on grain and grain products from St. Louis to points in Arkansas 

and Louisiana. 
September 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 21, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
October 25, 1907. Hearing. 
November 22, 1907. Brief filed. 

1267. Traffic Bureau, Merchants* Exchange of St Louis, v. Missouri, Kansas 

and Texas Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discriminating against St. I^ouis 

in favor of other places in rates on grain frbm points in Kansas to 

points in St Louis. 
September 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 12, 1907. Answer filed. 
October 17, 1907. Supplementary answer filed. 
October 23, 1907. Hearing. 
November 2, 1907. Brief filed. 

1268. Holcomb-Hayes Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company and 

others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates on cross-ties from points on the Nash- 
ville Division of the Illinois Central Railroad and Nashville Divi- 
sion of the Southern Railway to Bloomington, Pawnee Junction, 
and Paxton, 111. 

August 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 27 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

October 28, 1907. Hearing. 

December 9, 1907. Report and order filed. 

1269. Georgia Rough and Cut Stone Company v. Georgia Railroad Company 

and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in the shipment 

of paving brick from Lithonia, Ga., to CMcago, 111. 
August 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 12, 1907. Answer filed. 

1270. Merriam and Holmquist Company v. Chicago and Northwestern Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in failure to pay for 

elevator services. 
September 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 5, 1907. Answer filed 

1271. Merriam and Holmquist Company v. Illinoia Central Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in failure to pay for 

elevator services. 
September 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 30, 1907. Answer filed. 
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1272. Merriam and Holmquist Company v. Chicago Great Western Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination In failure to pay for 

elevator services. 
September 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 3, 1907. Answer filed. 

1273. Merriam and Holmquist Company v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Pan! 

Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in failure to pay for 

elevator services. 
September 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 14, 1907. Answer filed. 

1274. Minneapolis Threshing Machine Company t?. Chicago, Rock Island and 

Pacific Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on agricultural implements 

from Dallas, Tex., to Kansas City, Mo. 
September 10, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 7, 1907. Answer filed. 

1275. New Orleans Board of Trade and others v. Illinois Central Railroad Com- 

pany and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in the matter of 
storage, car retention, and wharfage of forest products and cotton- 
seed products to New Orleans on local bills of lading for export. 

September 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 2 to 15, 1907. Answers filed. 

1276. Applegate and Lewis Coal Company v. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 

Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusal to make Joint through rates 

on coal from Cuba, 111., to various interstate points. 
September 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 2 to 7, 1907. Answers filed. 
1277*. Carl Eichenberg v. Southern Pacific Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in leasing wharves, 

piers, etc., at Galveston, Tex. 
September 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 
September 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

1278. Ocheltree Grain Company v. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad Com- 

pany. 
Violation of sections 1 and 3 in charges on snapped com from Chick- 

asha, Ind. T., to points in Louisiana and to Fort Worth, Tex. 
September 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 7, 1907. Answer filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1279. Ocheltree Grain Company v. Texas and Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates on com from Ninnekah, Ind. T., to Letts- 
worth, La. 

September 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 30 to October 7, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1280. California Commercial Association v. Wells, Fargo and Company Express. 

Violation of sections 1 and 6 in rates on mixed merchandise from New 

York to San Francisco. 
September 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 4, 1907. Answer filed. 

1281. Forest City Freight Bureau v. Ann Arbor Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates on wire coat hooks in less than carloads 
from Cleveland, Ohio, to points in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory, Trunk Line Association territory, and New England territory. 

September 17, 1907. Complaint filed. 

September 23 to November 4, 1907. Answers filed. 

November 12, 1907. Hearing. 

1282. Merchants* Coal Company v, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 by discrimination in the distribution of 

cars for the transportation of coal. 
September 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 
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3283. Erie Preserving Company r. Lake Shore and Michigan Southern Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on commodities from Irving, 

N. Y., to Burlington, Vt. 
September 20, 1007. Complaint fileil. 
October 10, 1907. Answer filed. 

1284. The Greater Des Moines Committee v. Chicago Great Western .Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lumber and forest products 

from points in Arltansas, Louisiana, and Texas to Des Moines, Iowa. 
September 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 4, 1907. Answers filed. 

1285. The Greater Des Moines Committee r. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 

Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on merchandise between Des 
Moines, Iowa, and Chicago, 111., operating in discrimination against 
Des Moines in favor of St. Paul and Minneapolis. 

September 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 12, 1907. Answer filed. 

1286. Bentley and Olmsted Company and others v. Lake Shore and Michigan 

Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on merchandise, especially 
boots and shoes, from Boston to Des Moines, oi>erating in discrimina- 
tion in favor of St. Paul and Minneapolis. 

September 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 12, 1907. Answer filed. 

1287. The Greater Des Moines Committee v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company 

and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by discrimination in favor of Council 
Bluffs and other points against Des Moines in rates on lumber, shin- 
gles, ties, bridge timber, etc., from points in Arkansas, Louisiana, 
and Texas, and in rates from East St. Louis to Des Moines. 

September 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 18, 1907. Answer filed. 

1288. The Greater Des Moines Committee t\ Wabash Railroad Company and 

others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lumber and other forest 
products from points in Arkansas to Des Moines, Iowa, and discrim- 
ination in favor of Council Bluffs and Omaha. 

September 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 17, 1907. Answer filed. 

1289. The Greater Des Moines Committee v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific 

Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on merchandise from New 
York City to Des Moines, Iowa, resulting in discrimination against 
Des Moines in favor of St. Paul and Minneapolis. 

September 23, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 12, 1907. Answer filed. 

1290. Fort Smith Board of Trade v. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad 

Company. 
Violation of section 1 by increase in rates on nitrate of soda from New 

Orleans, I^., to Fort Smith, Ark. 
September 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 16 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1291. Board of Trade of Winston-Salem, N. C. (Incorporated), r. Norfolk and 

Western Railway Comimny. 

Violation of section 1 in charges on steam and domestic coal in car- 
loads from the Pocahontas mining district in Virginia and West Vir- 
ginia to Winston-Salem, N. C. 

September 30, 1907. Complaint fileti. 

October 16, 1907. Ansr^^er filed. 

1292. Fairmont Creamery Company and others v. Illinois Central Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by increase in rates on cream from 

various points to complainants* creameries. 
October 4, 1907. Complaint filed. 

24274—08 ^18 
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1292— Continued. 

October 21 to November 30, 3907. Answers filed. 
November 4, 1907. Intervening petition filed. 
* November 18 to 20, 1907. Answers to intervening petition filed. 

1293. S. S. Quimby and others v. Maine Central Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on com and milling in transit 
. privilege from i)oints in Ohio, Indiana, and other western points to 

points in Maine. 
October 4, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 4, 1907. Answers filed. 

1294. Illinois Collieries Company v, Chicago and Alton Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in the apportionment of cars for the 

shipment of coal. 
October 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 23, 1907. Answer filed. 

1295. Illinois Collieries Company t\ Chicago, Peoria and St. Louis Railway 

Company of Illinois. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 in the apportionment of cars for the 

shipment of coal. 
October 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 25, 1907. Answer filed. 

1296. The Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Bristol, Tenn., v. 

Southern Railway Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 on coal from Middlesboro, Ky., as 

compared with the rate from same point to Chattanooga, Tenn. 
October 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 23, 1907. Answer filed. 

1297. The Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the City of Bristol, Tenn., v. Vir- 

ginia Southwestern Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on coal from Appalachia, Va., 

to Bristol, Tenn., as compared with rates from Middlesboro, Ky., to 

Knoxville, Tenn. 
October 5, 1907. Complahit filed. 
October 25, 1907. Answers filed. 
October 30, 1907. Amended petition filed. 
November 25, 1907. Answers to amended petition filed. 

1298. Al. G. Field v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 by advance in charge for transporting theatrical 

party. 
October 3, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 29 to November 11, 1907. ^\jiswers filed. 

1299. Allouez Mineral Spring Company v. Green Bay and Western Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of section 1 in rates on natural mineral water from Green 

Bay, Wis., to Goldfleld, Nev. 
October 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 14 to 31, 1907. Answers filed. 

1300. F. J. Gentry v, Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fc Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of section 1 In rate on lumber from points in Texas to points 

in Oklahoma. 
October 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 31 to November 13, 1907. Answers filed. 
November 20, 1907. Hearing. 

1301. Washington Broom and Woodenware Company r. Chicago, Rock Island 

and Pacific Railway Company. 
Violation of section 1 by overcharge on shipment of broom corn from 

Wichita, Kans., to Seattle, Wash., by improp^T routing. 
October 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1302. C. W. Reeder v, Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company and 

others. 
Violation of section 1 by exacting unreasonable bridge toll from pas- 
sengers over Missouri River at St. Joseph, Mo. 

October 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 

October 24 to 25, 1907. Answers ftlea. 
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3303. Hayes-Eames Elerator Company v. Chicago, Burlington and Qulncy Kail- 
road Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by refusal to allow elevator charges on 

grain from Table Rock, Nebr., to various points. 
October 8, 1907. Complaint filed, 
November 8, 1907. Answer filed. 
1304. Hecker- Jones- Jewell Milling Company v. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 
Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on grain from Chicago and 

western points to New York Harbor for milling for exi>ort. 
October 9, 1907. Complaint filed. 
October 23 to November 27, 1907. Answers filed. 
3305. Royal Coal and Coke Company v. Southern Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 In a]7portionment of coal cars for shipment 

of coal from complalnant*s mines to various XK)ints. 
October 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 6, 1907. Answer filed. 

1306. Tennessee Coal Company v. Southern Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 In apportionment of coal cars for shipment 

of coal from complainant's mines to various points. 
October 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 6, 1907. Answer filed. 

1307. Minersville Coal Company v. Southern Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in apportionment of coal cars for shipment 
of coal from complainant's mines to various points. 

October 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 6, 1907. Answer filed. 
3308. Barrett Manufacturing Comimny v, Louisville and Nashville Railroad 
Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 in rates on paving tar cement in Southern Classi- 
fication territory. 

October 14, 1907. Comphiint filed. 

November 2 to 8, 1907. Answers filed. 

1309. The Merchants' Freight Bureau of Little Rock, Ark., r. Midland Valley 

Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of section 1 by refusal to estaJbliSh joint through rates on 

cotton seed and its products from points in Indian Territory to Little 

Rock, Ark. 
October 16, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 9, 1907. Answer filed. 

1310. New Orleans Board of Trade (Limited) v. Louisville and Nashville 

Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance In rates on various articles 
from New Orleans to Mobile, Ala., as compared with rates to Mem- 
phis and St. Louis to Mobile. 

October 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 12. 1907. Answer filed. 

November 25, 1907. Order entered granting leave to amend petition. 

1311. Fort Smith Traflac Bureau v, St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on preserves, pickles, etc., 

from Fort Smith, Ark., to points in Texas as compared with rates 

from Kansas City to same Texas i>oints. 
October 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 2 to 11, 1907. Answers filed. 

1312. Chandler Cotton Oil Comi>any v. Fort Smith and Western Railroad 

Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton seed in carloads from 

Prague, Okla., to Warwick, Okla. 
October 21, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 19, 1907. Answer filed. 

1313. New Orleans Board of Trade (Limited) . t-. Louisville and Nashville 

Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates from New Orleans, La., Louis- 
ville, Ky., St. Louis, Mo., and Memphis, Tenn., to Montgomery^ Soluks^^ 
Prattsvllle, Ala., and other points. 

October 25, 1907. Complaint med. 

November 16, 1907. Answer tiled. 
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1314. G. H. Porter and others v, St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad CJom- 

pany and others. 
Violation of section 1 In rates on emigrants* outfit from Fletcher, 

Okla., to Bovlna, Tex. 
October 20, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 22, 1907. Answer filed. 

1315. The Johnston and Larimer Dry Goods Company and others v, Atchison, 

Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cotton piece goods and knit 
goods from New York and seaboard territory to Wichita, Kans., as 
compared with the rates to Kansas City, Mo., and Topeka, Kans. 

October 25, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 2 to November 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

1316. Commercial Club of Hattlesb\irg v. Alabama Great Southern Railroad 

Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in class and commodity rates from 

eastern, northern, central, and western points to Hattiesburg, Miss., 

and especially as compared with the rates to Meridian, Jackson, and 

Gulfport, Miss. 
October 28, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 7 to 29, 1907. Answers filed. 

1317. Illinois Collieries Company t?. Illinois Central Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in the distribution of cars for transporta- 
tion of coal from complalnant*s mines in Illinois. 

October 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 20, 1907. Answer filed. 
131S. New Orleans Board of Trade (Limited) v. St. Louis Southwestern Rail- 
way Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance In rates on rough rice in 
carloads from Arkansas points to New Orleans, La. 

November 1, 1907. Complaint filed. 

December 2, 1907. Order of dismissal entered. 

1319. Star Grain and Lumber Company and others v, Atchison, Topeka and 

Santa Fe Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 through withdrawal of through rates 

and through routing of yellow pine from complainants' lumber mills 

in the States of Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Missouri to various 

points. 
November 2, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 16 to 25, 1907. Answers filed. 

1320. Sunderland Brothers Company and others v. Chicago, Rock Island and 

Pacific Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by change In reconslgument rules and 

charges affecting shipments of coal, lumber, shingles, lime, and 

cement in commercial territory tributary to Omaha and Lincoln, 

Nebr. 
November 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 21 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

1321. Forest City Freight Bureau r. Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway 

Company and others. 

Violation of section 1, by unreasonable classification with resultant 
rates on multi graphs from Cleveland, Ohio, to points in Western 
Trunk Line, Trans-Missouri, and Transcontinental territory. 

November 5, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 11 to 30, 1907. Answers filed. 

1322. Rail and River Coal Company i\ Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 2 and 3 in the distribution of cars for shipments 

of coal from mines in Ohio. 
November 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 30, 1907. Answer filed. 

1323. George R. Reynolds v. Southern Express Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in the rate on cream from 

Columbia, Tenn., to Jacksonville, Fla. 
November 8, 1907. Complaint filed. 
November 20, 1907. Answer filed. 
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3324. Payne-Oardnor Company v. Ix)uisville and Nashville Railroad Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on sugar in carloads from New 
Orleans, I^., to Gallatin, Tenn., as compared with rates to Nash- 
ville, Tenn., and Bowling Green and Louisville, Ky. 
November 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1325. Railroad Commission of Wisconsin v, Chicago anc". Northwestern Railway 

Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on cheese from points in Wis- 
consin to Chicago, 111. 

November 11, lfi07. Complaint filed. 

1326. Railroad Commission of Wisconsin v. Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul 

Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on cheese from points In Wis- 
consin to Chicago, 111. 

November 11, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1327. Oregon and Washington Lumber Manufacturers' Association and others 

t\ Union Pacific Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 by advance in rates on lumber, shin- 
gles, and forest products from points In Oregon and other North Pa- 
cific States to Interstate destinations. 

November 13, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1328. New Orleans Board of Trade (Limited) r. Louisville and Nashville Rail- 

road Company. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates from New Orleans to Pensa- 

cola, Fla., as compared with the rates from Memphis, Nashville, St 

Louis, and Louisville. 
November 14, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1329. Laning-Harrls Coal and Grain Company t\ Missouri Pacific Railway 

Company and others. 
Violation of section 1 In rates on soft coal from the Springfield, 111.. 

district to Celina and Klpp, Kans. 
November 1.5, 1JK)7. Complaint filed. 

1330. Pacific Coast Lumber Manufacturers' Association and others v. North- 

ern Pacific Railway Company and others. 

Violation of section 1 by Increase In rate on lumber and forest products 
from State of Washington and North Pacific coast points to inter- 
state destinations. 

November 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

November 21 to 29, 1907. Answers filed. 

1331. Western Oregon Lumber Manufacturers' Association and others v. South- 

em Pacific Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on lumber and other forest 

products from points In Willamette Valley district In Oregon to San 

Francisco and other California points. 
November 15, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1332. Missouri and Kansas Shlpi)er8' Association v, St. Ix)uls and San Fran- 

cisco Railroad Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on bananas from New Orleans, 

La., and Mobile, Ala., to lola, Parsons, and Hutchinson, Kans. 
November 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1333. North Brothers r. St. Louis and San Francisco Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on hay from Kansas City, Mo., 
to Cape Girardeau, Mo., such shipment passing through a portion of 
Kansas. 

November 18, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1334. Laning-Harrls Coal and Grain Company and others i*. St. Louis and San 

Francisco Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on hay from i)olnts In Mis- 
souri and Indian Territory to Kansas City, Mo. 

November 19, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1335. Southwest Washington Lumber Manufacturers' Association v. Northern 

Pacific Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3- in rates on lumber and other forest 

products from points in the State of Washington to points In other 

States. 
November 19, 1907. Complaint filed. 
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1336. E. H. Lewis Lumber Compaiiy v. Union Pacific Railroad Company and 

others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on lumber from West Seio and 

Mount Angel, Oreg., to Toledo, Ohio, Milwaukee, Wis., Elwood, 

Kans., and other points. 
November 20, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1337. American Grocer Company r. Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago and St. Louis 

Railway Company and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on glass fruit jars from 

Greenfield, Ind., to Calico Rock, Ark. 
NoTcmber 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1338. Koch Secret Service r. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In passenger fares for complainant 
and a party from Nashville, Tenn., Cincinnati, Ohio, to Evansville, 
Ind. 

November 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1339. Jefferson Lumber Companj^ v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on lumber from points In the 

State of Alabama to Louisville, Ky. 
November 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1340. M. I. Gump v. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 In rates on canned goods from New 
York, N. Y., Philadelphia, Pa., and Baltimore, Md., to Johnson 
City, Tenn. 

November 22, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1341. Lykes Steamship Line v. Commercial Union and others. 

Violation of sections 2, 3, and 6 in rates on freight from points In the 
United States to Cuba and discrimination by means of stock issue 
against the small shipper In favor of the large. 

November 23, 1907. Complahit filed. 

1342. Pennsylvania and Indiana Coal Company r. Southern Indiana Railway 

Company. 
Violation of sections 2 and 3 in supplying cars for shipment of coal 

from mines In Green County, Ind. 
November 20, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1343. D. B. Hussey i\ Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railway Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on cross-ties from Barnett, 

Ind T., to McAlester, Ind. T. 
November 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1344. New Albany Furniture Company r. Mobile, Jackson and Kansas City 

Railroad Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 In rates on furniture from New Al- 
bany, Miss., to points In Maryland, District of Columbia, Pennsylva- 
nia, New Jersey, Delaware, Rhode Island, and other New England 
States. 

November 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1345. New Albany Furniture Company t\ St. Louis and San Francisco Rail- 

road Company and others. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on furniture from New Al- 
bany, Miss., to points In Maryland, District of Columbia, l*eunsylva- 
nia, New Jersey, New York, Massachusetts, and other New England 
States. 

November 26, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1346. Arthur S. Core r. Erie Railroad Company. 

Violation of section 1 In rates on i)otatoes from Klngsloy, Mich., to 

New York City. 
November 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 

1347. Railroad Commission of Indiana v. Southern Indiana Railway Company. 

Violation of section 3 In supplying cars for shipments of coal from 
mines In the State of Indiana to (olnts In other States. 
November 27, 1907. Complaint filed. 
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1348. Potlatch Lumber Company and others r. Northern Pacific Railway Com- 

pany and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, and 3 in rates on lumber and other forest 

products from points in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho to ix)lnts in 

North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Iowa, Illinois, Nebraska, 

Kansas, Missouri, Colorado, and other States. 
November 27, 1907. Complaint fileil. 

1349. Summers-Parrott Hardware Company r. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 

Comi>any and others. 
Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 In rates on building cement from 

Northampton, Pa., to Johnson City, Tenn. 
Novemb(»r 29, 1907. Complaint file<l. 

1350. Love-Thomas Company t'. Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company. 

Violation of sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 in rates on cotton fabrics from New 

York City to Johnson City, Tenn. 
November 30, 1907. (Vmiplaint filed. 

1351. Rahway Valley Railroad Comimny r. Delaware, I^ackawanna and West- 

ern Railroad Company. 
Vlolathm of section 3 In refusing to make switching connection with 

complainant's road at Sunmiit, N. J. 
November 30, 1907. Complaint filed. 



APPENDIX D. 



SAFETY APPLIANCES, RAILWAY ACCIDENTS, AND MEDALS OF HONOR. 



270 



SAFETY APPIilANCES. 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF INSPECTOR OF SAFETY APPLIANCES TO THE 

SECRETARY. 

July 1, 1907. 
Hon. Edward A. Moseley, 

Secretary Intergtate Commerce Communion, 

Washington, D. C. 

Sir: Ap^pended herewith is a table showing, for the past five years, certain results 
of inspection of safety appliances. 

The summary is placea first that it may be borne in mind tliat a varying number 
of freight cars was inspected during each of these years, and, in order that the correct 
deduction may be haa from these statistics, it is requested that reference be had to the 
** Number of Defects per 1,000 Cars Inspected" shown immediately following the 
summary. 

The main portion of the table is for the purpose of showing the proportion of any 
defect to others by direct comparison. 

These figures, as an entirety, may be taken as a fair indication of the general con- 
dition of equipment throughout the country, although, by reason of the small inspec- 
tion force and the great demands made on it by court proceedings, the inspection 
covered but a small actual portion erf the rolling stock of the railways. 

J. W. Watson, Chief Inspector. 



SUMMARY. 




Freight cars inspected . . 
Freight cars defective. . . 

Per cent defective 

Defects reported 

Passenger cars inspected 
Passenger cars defective. 

Per cent defective 

Locomotives inspected. . 
Locomotives defective. . , 
Per cent defective 



242,881 

19,154 

7.8 

22,875 

9,116 

444 

4.8 

12,733 

967 

7.7 



271,617 

30,742 

1L31 

37,849 

11,698 

136 

L16 

16,308 

1.329 

&14 



1905. 


1904. 


252,361 


208,177 


57,112 


65,183 


22.50 


31.31 


78,121 


vU, (9aV 


6,653 


2,319 


118 


42 


1.77 


1.81 


11,880 


1,904 


3,379 


1,017 


2&44 


53.41 



1903. 



220,140 

60,083 

27.29 

82,832 



Number op Defects per 1,000 Oars Inspected. 



Classes. 



Couplers and parts 

Uncoupling mechanism 

Air brakes 

Handholds 

Ladders 

Bill steps 

Height of coulters 

All classes 



1907. 


1906. 


1905. 


1904. 


7.93 


' 12.42 


23.06 


31.96 


19.62 


32.07 


95.07 


169. <iO 


4&23 


68.97 


131.22 


17&79 


14.17 


2a 02 


42.89 


45.95 


i.qa 


1.29 


a87 


5.32 


1.98 


2.77 


12.14 


a 12 


1.13 


1.78 


1.66 


1.82 


94.14 


139.34 


309.56 


43a 56 



1903. 



29.97 

161. 12 

13a 43 

34.44 

5.61 

5.14 

1.53 

37a 24 



2S-L 
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Comparative Classified Table op Defective Safety Appliances on Freight 
Cars as Reported by the Inspectors for the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion FOR the Years ending June 30, 1907, 1906, 1905. 1904, and 1903. 



Defects. 



COUPLERS AND PARTS. 



Coupler body broken 

Coupler body worn 

Guard arm short 

Knuckle broken 

Knuckle worn 

Knuckle missing 

Knuckle pin broken 

Knuckle pin wrong 

Knuckle pin bent 

Knuckle pin missing 

Lock block broken 

Lock block worn 

Lock block wrong 

Lock block bent 

Lock block inoperative 

Lock block missing 

Lock block key missing 

Lock block trigger missing. 



Total. 



UNCOUPLING MECHANISM. 



Uncoupling lever broken 

Uncoupling lever wrong 

Uncoupling lever bent 

Uncoupling lever incorrectly applied 

Uncoupling lever missing 

Uncoupling chain broken a 

Uncoupling chain too long 

Uncoupling chain too short 

Uncoupling chain kinked 

Uncouplhig chain missing 

End casting broken 

End castmg wrong 

End casting bent 

End casting loose 

End casting incorrectly applied 

End casting missing 

Keeper broken 

Keeper wrong 

Keeper bent 

Keeper loose 

Keeper incorrectly applied 

Keeper missing 

Angle clip loose 

Angle clip missing 



Total 



AIR BRAKES. 



1907. 



18 

30 

1 

25 

47 

8 

420 

74 

5 

5 

2.59 

17 

5 

27 

170 

8 

634 

175 



1906. 



53 

20 

1 

40 

132 

9 

588 

204 

27 

7 

220 

43 



1,928 



62 
18G 

11 

1,104 

608 



65 

81 

269 

22 

402 

2,389 

132 

23 

323 

10 

37 

272 

25 

200 

30 

68 

105 

3 

3 

270 

8 

27 

2 



3,375 



53 
187 
863 
144 
672 
2,937 
628 
207 
441 

36 
124 
883 

74 
446 
168 
133 
203 

10 

3 

536 

19 

41 
3 



1905. 



50 

40 

6 

78 

292 

27 

1,049 

428 

61 

19 

552 

• 07 

37 

104 

319 

50 

1,902 

740 



5,821 



107 
578 

2,076 
736 

2,346 

5,738 

3,442 
633 
133 
364 
242 

3,664 
115 

1,192 

377 

302 

462 

26 

17 

1,203 

75 

154 

11 



Triple valve defective 

Triple valve missing 

Reservoir defective 

Reservoir loose 

Cylinder defective 

Cylinder loose 

Cylinder and triple valve not cleaned within twelve months. 
Cylinder and triple valve not stenciled with date of cleaning. 

Cut-out cock defective 

Cut-out cock missing 

Release cock defective 

Release cock missing 

Release rod broken 

Release rod missing 

Angle cock defective 

Angle cock missing 

Train pipe broken 

Train pipe loose 

Train pipe clamp missing 

Cross-over pipe defective 

Cross-over pipe missing 

Hose defective 

Hose hiissing 

Hose gasket defective 

TTose gasket missing 



2 

3 

129 



179 

3,044 

195 

94 



12 

25 

16 

1,356 

267 
47 
16 

691 
16 

130 



5 
224 



5 
1 

129 
1 

210 
3,504 

428 

177 



9 

3 

4 

359 



30 

137 

41 

2,101 

447 

87 

44 

1,112 

29 

193 



6 
324 



366 

11,885 

2,100 

178 

1 

58 

24 

145 

3,836 

810 

59 

65 

1,312 

19 

182 

2 

16 

397 

10 

9 



1904. 1903. 



92 
79 
17 
78 

186 
12 

567 

391 

40 

9 

745 
62 
49 

221 

415 

9 

3,486 

197 



6,655 



211 

386 

2,609 

1,094 

1,118 

9,874 

5,056 

822 

122 

3,164 

342 

3,605 

102 

2,071 

376 

724 

812 

45 

19 

2,124 

76 

481 

15 

60 



4,766 I 8,711 23.993 ! 35,306 



3 

3 

4 

193 

1 

590 

13,458 

1,865 

190 

3 

88 

SO 

141 

3,793 

603 

112 

110 

1,495 



47 

1 

80 

105 

5 

437 

348 

17 

631 

10 

77 

150 

364 



4,220 
86 



6,599 



147 

239 

2,995 

1,886 

571 

10,943 

6,588 

1,310 

58 

440 

458 

4,078 

114 

1,858 



384 

764 
74 



164 



335 
20 
38 



35,464 



1 

'96 

97 



10,081 

2,652 

189 

64 



150 
2,418 
430 
100 
75 
912 



257 


134 


2 




54 


81 


560 


343 


115 


83 


6 





'fades, also, uncoupling chains parted by reason ol delectVv^ c\bv\c«&, «k\fc.> -^Xsisfiti Va. \ASataA 
r to tte year ending June 30, 1906, are shown separaUily . 
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Comparative Classipied Table op Depectivb Sapety Appliances on Freight 

Cars, etc. — Continued. 



Defects. 


1907. 


1906. 


1905. 


1904. 


1903. 


AIR BRAKES— continued. 
Rctaininc; valve defective 


15 

90 
711 
361 

36 
4,028 

24 


69 

342 

1,611 

759 

56 

6,852 

35 


129 
535 

2,508 
568 
120 

7,355 
52 


184 

71 

2,148 

219 

160 

10,028 


189 


Retaining valve missins 


51 


Retaining nine defective 


1,589 


Retainini? Dine missine 


Brake ricirincr defective 


218 


B rake cut out: not carded 


10,518 


Brake cut out; card old 


No brakes of anv kind 




1 


PuniD missing .' 


1 


















. 


Total \ 


11,716 


18,734 


33,116 


36,596 


30.473 






HANDHOLDS. 

Handhold broken 


54 

1,044 

174 

67 
2,103 


44 

1,345 

254 

335 

3,461 


127 

2,745 

325 

209 

7,359 


151 

3,990 

442 

566 

4,417 


109 


Handhold bent 


3.490 


liandhold loose 


506 


Handhold incorrectlv anDlied 


1,502 


Handhold missincr 


1,976 




Total 


3,442 


5,439 


10,825 


9,566 


7,582 






LADDERS. 

Ladder round broken 


14 

107 

65 

42 

1 
36 


22 

131 

90 

36 

4 
69 


49 
291 
164 
183 
8 
284 


26 
632 
182 
116 
5 
147 


36 


Ladder round l)ent 1 


700 


Ladder round loose 


474 


Ladder round missinK 


83 


Ladder loose 




Ladder incorrectlv aDDlied 


234 






Total 


2G5 


352 


979 


1,108 


1,236 




SILL STEPS. 

Sill sten broken 


12 
100 

20 

2 

348 


13 

162 

33 

55 

490 


28 
351 
113 

13 
2,559 


32 

521 

126 

9 

601 


30 




713 


Sill step loose 


170 






Sill step mis«iTi|? , r .,.,,- . ,-.,..,-,- ^ - - , - T 


211 






Total 


482 


753 


3,064 


1,280 


1,133 


HEIGHT OF COUPLERS. 

f'Oiinlpr too hiffh - . - 


54 

155 

67 


111 

293 

81 


91 
167 
161 


45 
115 
217 


54 


CouDier too low 


133 


Carrier iron loose 


151 






Total 


276 


485 


419 


377 


338 






Grand total 


22,875 


37,849 


78,217 


i 90,899 


82,825 





RAILWAY ACCIDENTS.^ 

Table A gives the aggregates of the casualties for the year ending June 30, 1907. 
The totals of these yearly tables are not comparable with those given in the Commis- 
sion's Annual Statistical reports, for the reason that the monthly reports deal only 
with accidents to passengers and to employees on duty. There have been heavy 
increases in all of the items, except accidents in car coupling and from striking against 
overhead obstructions. The comparative smallness of the increases in casualties due 
to coupling cars and in accidents occurring to men on the tops of freight cars is un- 
doubtedly due in large measure to improvement in the maintenance and care of auto- 
matic couplers and to increased use of air brakes on freight trains. Both of these 
features — couplers and brakes — ^have been the subject of regulating laws passed by 
Congress, the beneficent effect of which is here observable. 

The disastrous record of casualties to passengers in train accidents (410 killed) is 
due in large measure to ten accidents which causes the deaths of 291 persons. These 
have l)een explained in the four quarterly statements. Nine of the ten accidents 
occurred in six States— California, Indiana, Kansas, New Jersey, New York, North 
Carolina — and one in the District of Columbia. 

Following is a list of these ten cases: 

a From Accident BwW^X.m'^o.*!^. 
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Ten prominent accidents in the year ending June 30^ 1907. 



Quarter. 



First.. 

Second. 

Do. 

Do. 

Third.. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Fourth 



Collision — Confusion of dispatcher's orders 

Collision— Disr^ard of rules and signals.. 

Collision— Neglect in connection with whis- 
tle signals. 

Derailment— Defective or unfastened track 
at drawbridge. 

Collision— Operator failed to deliver meet- 
ing order. 

Collision— Engincman disregarded block 
signal. 

Derailment— Unexplained 

Explosion — Unexplained 

Derailment — Misplaced switch 

Derailmejit- Unexplained 



Killed. 


Injured. 


17 


56 


43 


63 


43 


155 


67 


36 


32 


75 


9 


8 


19 


149 


16 


39 


22 


116 


33 


19 



State. 



North Carolina. 
District of Columbia. 
Indiana. 



New Jersey. 

Kanaaa. 

Indiana. 

New York. 
Indiana. 
California. 
Do. 
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Table B. — Casualties to passengers and employees^ years ending June 30. 





1007. 


1906. 


1905. 1S04. 


KiUcd. Injured. 


KlUed. Injured. 


Killed. Injured. 


Killed. 


Injui^. 


Pa8scng(*rfl: 

In train accidents 

Other causes 


410 
237 


9,070 
4,527 


182 6,778 
236 : 4,407 


350 ! 6,498 
187 i 3,642 


270 
150 


4,946 
3,132 


Total 


647 i 13,597 


418 i 11, 185 


637 10,040 


420 


8,0T7 




Employees: 

In train accidents 

In coupling accidents 

Overhead obstructions, 
etc 


1,011 
302 

134 

790 

2,116 


8,924 
3,948 

1,591 
12,565 
35,661 


879 
311 

132 

713 

1,772 


7,483 
3,503 

1,497 
11,253 
31,788 


708 7,052 
243 I 3,110 

92 ; 1,185 

633 1 9,237 

1,495 j 24,842 


844 
278 

116 

700 

1,429 


6,990 
3,441 

1 210 


Falling from cars, etc . . . 
Other causes 


9,371 
22,254 




Total 


4,353 


02.689 


3.807 1 65,524 


3,261 45,426 


3,367 


43,266 








Total passengers and 
employees 


5,000 


76,286 


4,225 66.700 




3. 798 55. 466 3 7«7 


51,343 














_, .^. 



Ta^le C. — Collisions and derailments, damage to cars, engines, and roadway, years 

ending June 30. 



1907. 



Collisions, rear 

Collisions, butting 

Collisions, trains separating. 
Collisions, miscellaneous 



Num- 
Ixjr. 



1,957 

1,065 

695 

4,309 



Total ! 8.020 



Derailments due to defects of 
roadway, etc 

Derailments duo to defects of 
equipment 

Derailments due to negligence 
of trainmen, signalmen, etc . . 

Derailments due to unforeseen 
obstruction of traclc, etc 

Derailments due to malicious 
obstruction of track, etc 

Derailments due to miscella- 
neous causes 



1,528 

3,178 

495 

387 

59 

1,785 



Total ' 7,432 



Loss. 


Killed. 


$2,003,509 

1,936,505 

259, 495 

2,101,059 


233 

327 

13 

203 



In- 
jured. 



2,423 

3,616 

322 

3,180 



6.299,568 



776 9,541 



1906. 



Num- 
ber. 



1,722 
866 
901 

3,705 



7,194 



1,255,114 

2,490,028 

396, 626 

556,725 

153,694 

1,713,947 



6,506,134 



Total collisions and de- 
railments 15, 458 



12,865,702 



58 
59 

130 
68 
14 

186 



515 



1,983 
926 
756 
668 
176 

2,196 



6,695 



1,291 L 16,236 



1,287 

2,811 

391 

300 

65 

1,407 



6,261 



13,455 



Loss. 



$1,720,365 

1,599,568 

359,156 

1,640,669 



5.319,758 



918,056 
2,220,153 
318,067 
472,653 
106,850 
1,297,643 



5,339,431 



10,659,189 



KiUed. 



In- 
jured. 



169 

261 

9 

176 



604 



38 
42 
64 
76 
16 
147 



2,427 

2,733 

375 

2,379 



7,914 



1,606 

802 

494 

456 

94 

1,318 



373 



4,772 



977 



12,686 



MEDALS OF HONOB. 



IwKGl'I.ATIONS GOVKRNINO THK AWARD OF I^IFE-SaVING MEDAI S UNDEB PjJBLlC ACT 

Number 08, Approved February 23, 1905. 

1. Applications for medals niulor this net should be addressed to and filed 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission, at the city of Washington, D. C. 
Satisfactory evidence of the facts \\\\o\\ which the application is based must 
be fiUnl in each case. This evidence should be in the form of affidavits made 
l>y eyewitnesses, of pood repute and standing, testifying of their own knowl- 
edge. The opinion of witnesses that the i>erson for whom an award is sought 
acted with extreme daring and endangered his life is not sufficient, but the 
affidavits must set forth the facts in detail, and show clearly in what manner 
and to what extent life was endangertni and extreme daring exhibited. The 
railroad ui>on which the incident occurred, the date, time of day, condition of 
the weather, the names of all ix»rsons present when practicable, and other 
iiertinent cfrcumstnnres should be stated. TYv<> aV\id«\\\\ft ^\i<\\\\(V Vi^ made before 
9n officer duly authorizGd to administer oatlis, atui \>ft aiicom\\aLQ\R^ \il >;>aft ^:«t- 
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tiflcate of some United States official of the district in wliich the affiants reside, 
such as a Judge or clerit of United States court, district attorney, or postmaster, 
to the effect that the affiants are reputable and credible persons. If the affi- 
davits are taken before an officer without an official seal, his official character 
must be certified by the proper officer of a court of record under the seal thereof. 

2. Applications for medals, together with all affidavits and other evidence 
received in connection therewith, shall be referred to a committee of five per- 
sons, consisting of the Secretary of the Commission, the chief inspector of 
safety appliances, two inspectors of safety appliances designated by the Com- 
mission, and the clerk of the safety-appliance examining board, who shall act 
as clerk of the committee. This committee shall carefully consider each appli- 
cation presented, and, after thoroughly weighing the evidence, shall prepare 
an abstract or brief covering the case, and file the same, together with the 
committee's recommendation, with the Commission, which brief and recom- 
mendation shall be transmitted by the Commission to the President for his 
approval. The committee may, with the approval of the Commission, direct 
any inspector of safety appliances in the employ of the Commission to proceed 
to the locality where the service was performed for which a medal is claimed, 
and make a personal investigation and report upon the facts of the case, 
which rei)ort shall be filed and made a part of 'the evidence considered by the 
committee. 

3. Upon final approval of the committee's recommendation by the President 
the Commission shall take such measures to carry the recommendation into 
effect as the President may direct. 

4. The Commission shall cause designs to be prepared for the medal, rosette, 
and ribbon provided for by the act, which designs shall be submitted to the 
President for his approval. 

Theodore Roosevelt. 
The White House, March 29, 1905. 

Under those regulations medals have been awarded to the following persons : 

George II. Poell, 216 East Eighth street. Grand Island, 'Nebr., on December 
21, lf)05. 

George H. Williams, Sherbrooke avenue, Braintree, Mass., on June 21, 1906. 

Charles W. Haight, 147 Elm street, Utica, N. Y., on June 21, 1906. 

Edward Murray, 2513 Jane street, Pittsburg, Pa., on October 23, 190G. 

Mary Guinan, 47 Montgomery street, Mlddletown, N. Y., on April 15, 1907. 

Edgar E. George, Parsons, Pa., on June 8, 1907. 

Charles Arms, Clarksville, Tenn., on June 8, 1907. 

Edward A. McGrath, 22 Thirty-fourth street, Milwaukee, Wis., on December 
3, 1907. 

Mr. Poell, who was a fireman on the St. Joseph & Grand Island Railway, 
saved the life of a 2i-year old boy on June 26, 1905, by going out on the pilot 
of his engine and picking up the child from the middle of the track while the 
train was moving at the rate of about 12 miles per hour. The child escaped 
injury, but both Mr. Poell's arms were broken and his left foot was so badly 
injured as to make amputation necessary. 

On December 21, 1905, Mr. Williams, an engineer on the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford Railroad, endeavored to prevent a lady from attempting to 
cross the track in front of a rapidly moving train at a railroad crossing near 
which his engine was standing. The lady was uninjured, but Mr. Williams 
was struck by the engine, sustaining injuries which necessitated his removal 
to a hospital and kept him from his regular duties for about three months. 

Mr. Haight, an engineer on the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad, 
saved the life of a small girl, 2 or 3 years old, by running out to the pilot of 
his engine and picking her up from the track in front of the moving train. 
Both Mr. Haight and the child escaped injury. 

On June 22, 1906, Mr. Murray, a freight conductor on the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road, was riding on the footboard on the rear end of the tender while the engine 
was backing up In switching operations, when two children, 2 and 4 years of 
age, respectively, stepped on the track only a few feet ahead of the moving 
engine. Mr. Murray leaped from his position on the tender, lifted one child 
clear of the rails and grasped the other hi his arms just In time to step on the 
footboard of the tender as It came up. No one was Injured. 

Miss Guinan saved the life of a gentleman 74 years of age on December IQ^ 
1906, on her way home from her place of work, ^Vl^ ^^«tN<»^ \X^<i^ ^^ xsx^ 
standing Inside the crossing gfates on one ttack, «cw«\\.Vti«, >iXift \!»sasa?K5k ^"^ ^ \x^&xa. 

24274—08 19 
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• 
on a parallel track, when a train, moving at a high rale of speed, approached 
from the opposite direction on the track upon which he was standing. As lie 
appeared greatly bewildered on discovering his dangerous position, Miss Guinan 
hurried to his assistance and held him between the two tracks while the trains 
passed on both sides of them. Neither was- injured. 

Mr. George saved the life of a boy about 12 years of age on June 5, 1900. 
While walking along the track, the boy caught his foot in a frog at the junction 
of a side track, outside the rail of the main track, and was unable to release 
it A passenger train was then approaching on this track. Attracted by the 
cries of the boy, Mr. George ran to his relief. Unable to release the foot, he bore 
the boy's body down as far as the outer rail would permit and forced his leg 
beneath projections from the engine and one car which passed over them. Both 
Mr. George and the boy were considerably bruised and shaken, but neither 
was seriously injured. 

On September 20, 190G, Mr. Arms saved the lives of three men from a wreck 
on the Louisville & Nashville llailroad at Clarksville, Tenn., in which the loco- 
motive, baggage and mail cars of a train plimged through an open drawbridge 
into the Cumberland River. The train baggageman and two mail clerks were 
in these cars, and, although injured by the fall, all three managed to break out 
and get on top of the cars. Mr. Arms was confined to his bed on account of 
illness at the time, but hearing the crash of the falling cars and the cries for 
help, he arose and hurried, half dressed, to the river bank. It was after dark ; 
the river was at "flood stage and full of drift. Several persons saw the men on 
the floating cars, but none had attempted to rescue them. Mr. Arms secured 
a boat and, failing to induce any of the bystanders to accompany him, rowed 
out alone and rescued all three men from the cars. 

Mr. McGrath, who is employed as station agent at Stowell Station, Milwaukee, 
by the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Company, is a cripple, his left 
leg being about 8 inches shorter than his right, making it necessary for him to 
wear a piece of wood on the bottom of his shoe to make his legs of even length. 
He saved the life of a little girl 6 years of age on August 2C, 1007. The child 
started to cross the track ahead of an approaching train, which was only a 
short distance away, not heeding the warning of danger shouted to her. Mr. 
McGrath ran to her, picked her up, and lifted her, uninjured, from in front of 
the locomotive. Mr. McGrath was struck by the pilot beam of the engine, but 
escaped injury. 

The law authorizing the award of the.<^e medals is as follows: 

[Public— No. as.] 

AN ACT To promote the security of travel upon railroads engaged in interstate commerce, 

and to encourage tiie savin*; of life. 

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assemhiedf That the I*resldent of the United 
States be, and he is hereby, authorized to cause to be prepared bronze medals 
of honor, with suitable emblematic devices, which shall be bestowed upon any 
persons who shall hereafter, bj" extreme daring, endanger their own lives in 
saving, or endeavoring to save, lives from any wreck, disaster, or grave accident, 
or in preventing or endeavoring to prevent such wreck, disaster, or grave acci- 
dent, upon any railroad within the United States engaged in interstate com- 
merce: Provided, That uo award of said medal shall be made to any person 
until sufficient evidence of his deserving shall have been fumlslied and placed 
on file under such regulations as may be prescribed by the President of the 
Ignited States. 

Sec 2. That the President of the Uniteil States be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized to issue to any person to whom a medal of honor may be awarded under 
the i)rovisions of this act a rosette or knot, to be worn in lieu of the medal, and 
a ribbon to be worn with the medal ; said rosette or knot and ribbon to be each 
of a pattern to be prescribed by the President of the T^nite<l States : Provided, 
That whenever a ribbon issued under the provisions of this act shall have been 
lost, destroyed, or rendered unfit for use without fault or neglect on the part 
of the person to whom it was issued, a new ribbon shall l)e issued to such 
person without charge therefor. 

Sec. 3. That the appropriations for the enforcement and execution of the 

provisions of the acts to promote the safety of employees and travelers upon 

railroads are hereby made available for carrying out the provisions of this act. 

Approved, February 2S, 1905. 
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BECOBD OF CBIMINAL CASES. 

Decisions by Appellate Courts. 
(Since December 1, 1906.) 

United States v. Chicago <fe Alton Railway, J. N. Faithom, and Fred A. Wann. 
Northern district of Illinois. Landis, J. December 13, 1905, indictment £ded; 
rebates to Schwarzschild & Sulzberger Packing Co. on shipments from Kansas City to 
points beyond by payment of $1 per car for use of tracks in Schwarzschild & Sulzberger 
plant. July 6, 1906, in the district court, a verdict of guilty on eieht counts waa 
lound. July 11, 1906, the Chicago & Alton was fined $40,000: the other defendants 
$10,000 each. April 16, 1907, judgment affirmed by United States circuit court of 
appeals for Ae seventh circuit. October 9, 1907, petition for rehearing overruled. 
Cfertiorari to Supreme Court of the United States has oeen granted, and case is now on 
appeal. 

United States r. Armour Packing Co. Western district of Missouri. December 15, 
1905, indictment found; receivinc rebates on export shipments of packing-house 
products. June 12, 1906, found guilty. June 22, 1906, fined $15,000. April 29, 1907, 
judgment affirmed bv circuit court of appeals (153 Fed., 1). October 14, 1907, writ 
of certiorari granted by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

United States r. Cudahv Packing Co. Same as above. 

United States v. Swift & Co. Same as above. 

United States v. Nelson Morris, Ira W. Morris, and Edward Moiris, comprising 



partnership of Nelson Morris & Co. Same as above. 
United St 



^^v^ — Jtates V. Chicago. Burlington & Quincy Ry. Co. Western district of Mi»- 
eouri.' November 8, 1907, tne judgment of the court below was affirmed by the circuit 
court of appeals for the eighth circuit. (In this case defendant was convicted and 
fined $15,000 on June 21, 1906, for giving the rebates on export shipments of packing- 
house products, referred to in four cases above.) 

United State v. George L. Thomas and L. B. Taggart. Western district of Missouri. 
December 15, 1905, indictment found for violation of Revised Statutes of the United 
States, 5440, by conspiracy to obtain rebates. May 25, 1906, defendants found guilty. 
June 22, Thomas sentenced to jail for six months and fined $6,000. Taggart sentenced 
to jail for three months and fined $4,000. October 21, 1907, circuit court of appeals 
orclers new trial on ground of failure of court below to instruct as to presumption of 
innocence. Case remanded for new trial. 

Judgments in Trial Courts. 

(Since December 1, 1906.) 

United States v. American Sugar Refining Co. and American Sugar Refining Com- 
pany of New York, C. G. Edrar and E. Earle. Southern district of New York. May 
4, 1906, indictment filed; rebates on sujg^ar shipments from New York to Detroit in 
1904 by New York Central & Hudson River Raibx)ad. December 10, 1906, plea of 
guilty by defendants Eklgar and Earle; each fined $1,000, and fine paid. December 
11, 1906. American Sugar Refining Co. pleads guilty: fined $10,000. December 11, 
1906, nolle pros, as to American Sugar Refining Co. or New York. 

United States v. American Sugar Refining Co. and American Sugar Refining Co. of 
New York. Southern district of New York. August 10, 1906, indictment filed; 
receiving rebates from Northern Steamship Co. on sugar shipped from New York to 
Sioux City in 1902. December 11, 1906, American Sumr Refining Co. pleads guilty 
as to first count; nolle pros, as to second count, and noUe pros, as to American Sugar 
Refining Co. of New York. December 11, 1906, American Sugar Refining Co. sentenced 
to pay fine of $10,000. December 12, fine paid. 

Umted States v. American Su^ Refining Co. and American Sugar Refining Com- 
pany of New York. Southern district of New York. May 4, 1906, indictment found; 
accepting rebates. December 11, 1906, American Sugar Kcfining Co. pleaded guilty 
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to 5 counts. Nolle pros, as to 2 counts, and nolle pros, as to all counts against American 
Sugar Refining Co. of New York. December 11, 1906, American Sugar Refining Co. 
fined $50,000. December 12, fine paid. 

United States v. American Sugar Refining Co. and American Sugar Refining Co. of 
New York. Southern district of New York. July 27, 1906, indictment filed; accept- 
ing rebates. December 11, 1906, American Sugar Refining Co. pleaded guilty. Nolle 
pros, as to American Suear Refining Co. of New York. December 11, 1906, American 
Sugar Refining Co. finea $10,000. December 12, 1906, fine paid. 

United States v. American Sugar Refining Co., American Sugar Refining Co. of 
New York, C. G. Edgar and Edwin Earle. Southern district of New York. May 4, 
1906, indictment found; soliciting and receiving rebates on shipments of sugar from 
New York to Detroit, Mich. , over the N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. December 10. 1906, Edgar 
and Earle pleaded guilty to receiving refunds on sugar shipments, ana each fined 
$5,000; fine paid. December 11, 1906, American Sugar Refining Co. pleaded guilty 
and was fined $10,000 on each count, fine aggregating $80,000; fine paid. Sentence 
suspended as to Edgar and Earle as to first and sevenui counts. 

United States v. American Sugar Refining Co. Southern district of New York. 
March 24, 1906, indictment found; receiving rebates on shipments of sugar from New 
York to Cleveland over the N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. November 21, 1906, verdict of 
guilty rendered. November 27, 1906, defendant fined $18,000. December 12, 1906, 
fine paid. 

United States r. Brooklyn Cooperage Co. Southern district of New York. August 
10, 1900, indictment filed; rebates on cooperage material from Poplar Bluff, Mo., to 
New York in 1904 by tlie N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. December 11, 1906, nlea of guilty 
as to 7 counts, nolle pros, as to 5 counts. December 11, 1906, defendant nned $70,000. 
December 12, fine paid. 

United States v. Chicasno, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. Southern district of 
New York. May IG, 1907, defendant pleaded guilty on 2 counts of indictment charg> 
ing giving of robatc^s to W(x>lBon Spice Co. on shipments of coffee from New York to 
Toledo, Ohio; fined $10,000 on eacn count; fine of^ $20,000 paid. Fourteen remaining 
indictments ap^ainst same defendant, nolle prosequi filed. 

United States v. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Co. Southern district of 
New York. May 7, 1907, indictment found; rebates to Woolson Spice Co. on ^ip- 
ments of coffee in 1904. May 20, 1907, plea of guilty as to 2 counts; fine of $20,000 
paid. Nolle pros, as to remaming 10 counts. 

United States t;. N. Y. C. &. H. R. R. R. Co., Nathan Guilford and Fred L, Pomeroy. 
Soutiiem district of New York. May 4, 1906, indictment found ; rebates on shipments 
of sugar from New York to Detroit, Mich. October 19, 1906, New York Central fined 
$108,000; Pomeroy fined $6,000. February 28, 1907, motion in arrest of judgment 
allowed pending appeal. November 26, 1906, fine against Pomeroy abated by death 
of latter. May 11, 1907, defendant Guilford died. Proceedings as to him will abate. 

United States i?. N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. Co. Southern district of New York. March 
24, 1906, indictment found; rebates on shipments of sugar from New York City to 
Cleveland, Ohio. November 16, 1906, verdict of guilty. November 22, 1906, defenoant 
fined $18,000. April 1, 1907, writ of error to United States Supreme Court allowed. 

United States v. Western Transit Co. Southern district of New York. May 1, 1907, 
indictment found; rebates on shipments of sugar by American Sugar Refining Co., 
New York to St. Paul. June 6, plea of guilty; lined $10,000. June 7, 1907, fine paid. 

United States v. Western Transit Co. Southern district of New York. July 27, 
1906, indictment filed; rebates to American Sugar Refining Co. on shipments &om 
New York to points on the C, B. & Q. Railroad. June 6, 1907, plea of not guilty; 
case dismissed on motion of district attorney. 

United States v. New York Central & Hudson River Railroad Co. Western dia- 
trirt of New York. August 24, 1906, indictment found; failing to file tarifb of rates 
on interstate shipments of oil moving from Rochester, N. Y., to Norwood, N. Y., 
en route irom Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt. April 4, 1907, demurrer overruled. 
(153 Fed.. 030.) June 22, 1907, jury trial concluded; verdict, guilty. July 5, 1907, 
motion for new trial denied. Defendant sentenced to pay fine of $15,000. Novem- 
ber 2, 1JX)7, appeal taken. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906. 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Chicago Terminal Transfer Co. ana 
others on shipment*? of oil from Whiting, Ind., to Chattanooga, Tenn. ; 55 cotints. 
January 3, 1907, demurrer sustained and indictment quashed. 

United States r. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906, 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Chicago Terminal Transfer Co. and 
others on shipments of oil from Whiting, Ind., to Chattanooga, Tenn.; 52 counts. 
Januarys, 1907, demurrer sustained and indictment quashed. 
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United States v. Standard Oil Co. of Indiana. Northern district of Illinois. August 
27, 1906, indictment found; receiving ccmcessions from Chicago & Alton Ry. and 
others on shipments of oil from Whiting, Ind., to East St. Louis, III.; 1,902 counts. 
Jaiiuarj' 3, 1907, demurrer overruled; April 13, court quashed indictment as to 440 
counts;' jury found defendant guilty on 1,462 counts. August 3, fine <rf $29,240,000 
imposed. December 13, 1907, appeal taken to United States circuit court of appeals; 
bond for $6,000,000 filed. 

United States v. Duluth-Superior Milling Co. District of Minnesota. November 
8, 1906, indictment found; recei\'ing rebates in guise of elevation allowance on ship- 
ments of grain. Jidy 27, 1907, plea of guilty; fined $1,000; fine paid. 

United States r. Ames-Brooks Co. District of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, 
indictment found; receiving rebates in guise of elevation allowance on shipments of 
grain. July 27, 1907, plea of guilty; fine of $1,000 paid. 

United States t\ W. P. Devereaux Co. and D. F. De Wc^. District of Minnesota. 
November 8, 1906, indictment found; receiving concessions on shipments of grain via 
Great Northern Ry. to Pacific coast. May 4, 1907, plea of guilty; fine of $1,000 paid. 

United States i'. McCaull-Dinsmore Co. EKstrict of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, 
indictment found; receiving concessions on shipments of grain \\& Gre^t Northern 
Railway to Pacific coast. July 27, 1907, plea of guilty, and fine of $1,000 paid. 

United States v. Wisconsin Central Railway Co.; Burton Johnson, G. F. A., and 
G. T. Huey, A. G. F. A. District of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, indictment 
found; rebates to Spencer Grain Co. by payment of elevator allowance. April 12, 
1907, verdict of guilty against all defendants. April 13, 1907, railway fined $17,000; 
Johnson, $2,000; Huey, $1,000. Appeal taken; to be argued in May, 1908. 

United States t?. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Co.; F. C. Gifford, 
A. G. F. A.; E. B. Ober, G. F. A., and II. M. Pearce, F. T. M. District of Minnesota. 
November 8, 1906, indictment found; rebates to Spencer Grain Co. by payment of 
elevator allowance: 50 counts. April 9, 1907, verdict of guilty against railway and 
H. M. Pearce; verdict of not guilty as to Gifford and Ober. August 23, railway fined 
$20,000; Pearce fined $3,000. Notice of appeal given. Case set for argument on 
appeal January 24, 1908. 

United States v. Great Northern Railway Co. District of Minnesota. November 
8, 1906, indictment found; rebates to Spencer Grain Co. by payment of elevator 
allowance. April 6, 1907, plea of guilty to 5 counts upon agreed statement of facts; 
fined $15,000. Appeal from judgment overruling demurrer. September 25, 1907, 
judgment affirmed by United States circuit court of appeals at Denver. November 11 , 
1907, petition to United States Supreme Court for writ of certiorari; writ granted. 
Case to be argued before Supreme Court January 6, 1908. 

UnitcKl States r. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. Southern district of 
California. January 9, 1907, indictment found; concessions to the Grand Canon Lime 
& (N^ment Co. and to John S. Schirm on shipments of lime from Arizona to certain 
California points. April 26, demurrer overmled; plea of not guilty. October 11, 
verdict of guilty on all counts. November 7, sentenced to pay fine of $330,000. Stay 
of execution granted, pending appeal. 

United States v. Camden Iron Works. Eastern district of Pennsylvania. Septem- 
ber 25, 1906, verdict of guilty. February; 1, 1907, fined $3,000 and costs. Appeal 
taken. October 16, 1907, cause argued in circuit court of appeals. 

United States v. Lumberton Cotton Oil and Ginning Co. and certain officers and 
directors. Eastern district of North Carolina. May 9, 1907, indictment; obtaining 
tran*»p<^rtation at a lower rate than that in force, by means of false report of weights. 
May 1 1, corporation pleads guilt v; fined $5,000 and costs. Nolle pros, as to officers and 
directors, except one. Septemner 20, 1907, fine paid. 

I'nited States v. liaurinbur^ Oil Co., J. F. McNair, A. L. Jones, L. D. McKinnon, 
and J. L. McNair. Eastern district of North Carolina. May 8, 1907, indictment filed* 
obtaining transportation at a lower rate than that in force by means of false reports oi 
weights. May 11. 1907, corporation pleads guilty to 4 counts; sentenced to pay fine 
of SI 0,000 and costs. Nolle i>ros, as to officers and directors. September 20, 1907, fine 
piiid. 

•United States r.*Utah Fuel Company: United States v. Union Pacific Coal Company; 
United States v. Oregon Short Line Railroad Co., Everett Buckingham, and J. M. 
Moore; United States r. Union Pacific Railroad Company. District of Utah. Decem- 
>)er 7, 1900. indictment*' found in the above, charging undue discrimi-oation in viola- 
tion of section 3, and also conspiracy to discriminate. April 1, 1907, demurrer to con- 
spira(*y count overrule ; demurrer to count alleging violation of section 3 surtained 
on j^round that section 3 is too indefinite to be basis of indictment. New indictments 
under antitrust law have been found on account of the transactions involved above. 
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United States v. Ann Arbor Railroad Co. Northern district of Ohio. Deeea^he^lS, 
1906, indictment foUnd; rebates on shipments of ice. February 19, 1907, defendant 
pleaded guilty to 5 counts of the indictment; other counts nolle pros; fine of $15,000 
paid. 

United States v. Henry S. Hartley. Western district of Missouri. November 13, 

1906, indictment found; receiving rebates on cotton-seed meal from points in Indian 
Territory to Kansas City. December 1, 1906, defendant pleaded guilty and was fined 
$1,000; fine paid. 

United States v, Baltimore & Ohio R. R. Co. Northern district of West Vir- 
ginia. April term, 1906, indictment found; discrimination in furnishing switch- 
track. April 18, 1907, demurrer sustained on ground not properly drawn. 

United States v. Baltimore & Ohio R. R. Co. et al. Northern aistrict of West Vir- 
ginia. April term, 1906^ 4 indictments found; discriminating in furnishing cars. April 
18, 1907, aemurrer sustained on ground indictment not properly drawn. 

Cases Pending in Trial Courts. 

United States r. Great Northern Railway, B. Campbell, W. W. Broughton, H. A. 
Kimball, and A. G. McGuire. District of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, indictment 
found; rebates to Spencer Grain Co. on shipments of barley and wheat; 14 counts. 
December 13 and 14, 1906, demurrers overruled; plea of not guilty entered. 

United States v. Great Northern Railway, B. Campbell, W. W. Broughton, H. A. 
Kimball, and D. G. Black. District of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, indictment 
found; rebates to Spencer Grain Co. on shipments of barley and wheat; 26 counts. 
December 13 and 14, demurrers overruled. 

United States v. Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad Co. and J. T. Kenney. District 
of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, indictment found; rebates to Spencer Grain Co. by 
payment of elevator allowance. January 26, 1907, demurrers overruled. February 
23, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. Great Northern Railway, B. Campbell, W. W. Broughton, and 
G. I. Sweeney. District of Minnesota. November 8, 1906, indictment found; rebates 
to McCaull-Dinsmore Co. on shipments of oats; 13 counts. December 13 and 14, 1906, 
demurrers overruled. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906, 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Chicago & Eastern Illinois and other 
railroads on shipments of oil from Whiting, Ind., to Evansville, Ind., passing through 
Illinois in transit; 597 counts. January 3, 1907, demurrer overruled. February 15, 

1907, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27^ 1906, 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Chicago & Alton and other railroads 
on shipments of oil from WTiiting, Ind., to East St. Louis, 111.; 134 counts. January 
3, 1907, demurrer overruled. February 15, plea of not guilty; case set for trial on 
first Monday in January, 1908. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906. 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Chicago Terminal Traiurfer Co. and 
others on shipments of oil from Wliiting, Ind., to East St. Louis, 111.; 220 counts. 
January 3, 1907, demurrer overruled. Febniary 15, 1907, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906, 
indictment found; receiving concessions from the Lake Shore & Michigan Southern 
Railway and others on shipments of oil from points in Ohio and Indiana to Chicago; 
19 counts. January 3, 1907, demurrer overruled. February 15, plea of not guilty. 

United States r. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906. 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Chicago Terminal Transfer Co. and 
others on shipments of oil from Whiting, Ind., to Evansville, Ind. via Illinois, 1,318 
counts. January 3, 1907, demurrer overruled. February 15, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906, 
indictment found; receiving concessions from C. B. & Q. and other railways on ship- 
ments of oil from WTiiting, Ind., to East\St. Louis, 111.; 2,124 counts. January 3, 
1907, demurrer ovemiled. February 15, 1907, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 27, 1906. 
indictment found; receiving concessions from Lake Shore & Michigan Southern and 
others on shipments of oil from points in Ohio and Indiana to Chicago; 10 counts. 
January 3, 1907, demurrer overruled. February 15, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. A. Booth & Co. Northern district of Illinois. August 3, 1907. 
indictment found; receiving rebates and concessions from N. Y. C. & St. L. Railroad 
snd Nickel Plate Ry. Co. on shipments oi ^ah and oysters; 75 counts. 
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^United States v. New. York, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad. Northern district of 
Illinois. August 3, 1907, indictment found; rebating to A. Booth & Co., as above; 
51 counts. 

United States v. New York, Chica^ & St. Louis Railroad Co. and Lehigh Valley 
Railroad. Northern district of Illinois. August 3, 1907, indictment found; rebates 
and concessions to A. Booth & Co., as above; 55 counts. 

United States v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Northern district of Illinois. 
July 10, 1907, indictment found; rebates and concessions to United States Sugar & 
Land Co., on shipments from Chicago, Milwaukee, etc., to Oarden City, Kims.; 10 
counts. 

United States v. American Sugar Refining; Co. Southern district of New York. 
March 13, 1906, presentment filea. Order filed to continue proceedings before next 
grand jury. 

United States v. New York Central & Hudson River Railroad Co. Southern district 
of New York. August 10, 1906, indictment filed; rebates on cooperage materiiJ, 
Poplar Bluff, Mo., to Brooklyn Cooperage Co., New York. November 21, 1907, 
demurrer argued. 

United States r. Northern Steamship Co. Southern district of New York. August 
10, 1907, indictment filed charging rebates on shipments of sugar to L. M. Palmer, 
traffic manager, Ameri^an Sugar Refining Co. October 18, 1907, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. C-entral Vermont Railwav Co. Southern district of New York. 
June 18, 1907, indictment filed; rebates to Woolson Spice Co. on coffee shipments in 
1904; 7 counts. Plea of not guilty; demurrer filed and argued. 

United States v. Great Northern Railway Co. Southern district of New York. Feb- 
ruary 19, 1907, indictment found; rebates to L. M. Palmer, traflfic manager, American 
Sugar Refining Co., on shipments of sugar made by the Refining Company. May 20, 
1907, demurrer filed. June 4, 1907, demurrer overruled. June 24, 1907, plea of not 
guilty. 

United States r.N.Y.C.&H.R.R.R. Co. and Nathan Guilford. Southern district 
of New York. May 4, 1906, indictment found; rebating. September 17, 1906, both 
defendants pleaded not guilty. 

United States v. Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Ry. Southern district of New 
York. August 10, 1906, indictment found, charging rebates on shipments of sugar from 
New York to Detroit, Cleveland, and other western points during 1903. October 10, 

1906, plea of not guilty. November 9, 1906, demurrer filed. February 16, 1907, 
demurrer overruled. March 14, 1907, jury disagreed and discharged. 

United States v. Neyr York, Ontario & Western Ry. Co. Southern district of New 
York. May 7, 1907, indictment found; charge, giving rebates to W^oolson Spice Co. 
on shipments of coffee. May 13, defendant pleads not guilty, with leave to withdraw 
and plead over. May 20, 1907, time for defendant to withdraw plea of not guilty 
extended one week. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. of New York. Western district of New York. 
August 21, 24, 1906, two indictments found: accepting concessions on shipments of oil 
over various roacls from Olean, N. Y., to Rutlana, Vt., March 29, 1907, defendant's 
demurrer overruled. (153 Fed., 598.) 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. of New York. Western district of New York. 
August 24, 1906, indictment found; accepting concessions upon shipments of gas oil 
over various roads from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt. March 29, 1907, defendant's 
demurrer overruled. (See 153 Fed., 598.) 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. of New York. Western district of New York. 
August 9, 1907, indictment found; accepting concessions on shipments of oil over va- 
rious roads from Olean, N. Y., to Rutland and Bellows Flails, vt. November 16-18, 

1907, defendant's demurrer argued before Hazel, J., at Buffalo, N. Y. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. of New York. Western district of New York. 
August 9, 1907, indictment found; accepting concessions on shipments of oil over va- 
rious roads from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt. November 16-18, 1907, defendant's 
demurrer argued. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. of New York. Western district of New York. 
September 6, 1907, two indictments found; accepting concessions on shipments of 
oil over various roads from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt., a stoppage at Rochester, 
N. Y., being alleged to have been made solely to avoid the statute. November 
16-18, 1907, defendant's demurrer argued. 

United States v. Vacuum Oil Co. Western district of New York. August 10, 
1906, indictment found; accepting concessions on shipments of oil over various roads 
from Olean, N. Y., to Rutland, Vt. March 29, 1907, demurrer overruled. (See 
153 Fed., 598.) 

United States v. Vacuum Oil Co. Weetem d\B\x\c\. o\ ^^^ X«e«.. '^^'^^\iSD^ss«t ^^. 
2907, indictment found; accepting conceesioBS on ^vpixiftTiXa o\ o^ ^N«t. ^^ssssc^a^w* 
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loads from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Vt., a stoppage at Rochester, N. Y.^ bong 
alleged to have been made solely to avoid the statute. November 1^ and 1ft, 1907, 
demurrer argued. 

United States r. Vacuum Oil Co. Western district of New York. Angusrt 9, 1907 
two indictments found; accepting concessions on shipments of oil over varioos roads 
from Olean, N. Y., to BurliiJ^ton, Rutland, and Bellows Falls, Vt. November 16- 
18, 1907, demurrer argued. 

United States v, Pennsylvania Railroad Ca. Western district of New York. Ao- 
^st 10, 1906, indictment found; giving concession to the Stand^dd Oil Co. on ship- 
monts of oil from Olean, N. Y., to Rutland, Vt. April 4, 1907, demurrer ovemiled. 
(See 163 Fed., 625.) 

United States v. Pennsylvania Railroad Co. Western district of New York. Au- 
gust 9, 1907, two indictments found; granting concessions on shipments of oil from 
Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Rutknd, and Bellows Falfc, Vt. October 8, 1907, 
defendant appeared; time to plead fixed. 

United States i'. New York Gentml & Hudson River Railroad Co. Western dis- 
trict of New York. Four indictments found; granting concessions on shmments 
of oil from Olean, N. Y., to Burlington, Rutlana, and feellows Falls, Vt. October 
8, 1907, defendant appeared and time to plead fixed. 

United States v. New York Central & Hudson River Raihnoad Co. Western dis- 
trict of New York. September 6, 1907, indictment found; granting concessioiui on 
sliipments of oil from Olean, N. Y., to Buriington, Vt.. a stoppage at Rochester, N. 
Y., being alleged to have been made solely to avoid the statute. October 8, 1907, 
defendant appeared and time to plead fixeH. 

United States v. Mutual Transit Co. Woslern district of New York. February 
27, 1907, information: rebates on shipments of iron pipe from Philadelphia and 
Emaus, Pa., to Winnipeg, Manitoba. April 1, demurrer filed. May 24, dexnuiTGr 
overruled. November 23, jury disagreed. (To be tried in January, 1908.) 

United States v. Delaware & Hudson Co. Northern district of New York. Janiiaiy 
10, 1906, indictment found charging rebates on shipments by General Electric Co. from 
Schenectady, N. Y., to points outside Now York. February 15, 1906, d^endant 
pleads not guilty. 

United States r. N. Y. C. & H. R. R. Co. Northern district of New York. Jairaary 
10, 1906, indictment found; giving rebates on shipments by General Electric Co. from 
Schenoctardy, N. Y., interstate. April 11, 1907, mistrial, jury disagrees; to be tried at 
Utica, N. Y., December 3, 1907. 

United States v. Paul J. Diver, agent Mutual Transit Co. Eastern district of Penn- 
sylvania. December 11, 1905, indictment found; gi\'ing rebates on shipments Phila- 
delphia to Minneapolis. 

United States v. Paul J. Diver. Eastern district of Pennsvh-ania. December U, 

1905, indictment found; giving rebates on shipments Philadelphia to Winnipeg, 
Manitoba. 

United States v. Mutual Transit Co. Eastern district of Pennsylvania. December 
11, 1905, indictment found; giving rebates on shipments Philadelphia to Winnipeg, 
Manitoba. 

United States v. Mutual Transit Co. Eastern district of Pennsylvania. December 
11, 1905, indictment found; giving rebates. 

United StaU^s r. L. W. Lake, aj^ent Mutual Transit Co. Eastern district of Pennsyl- 
vania. December 11, 1905, indictment found; rebating on shipments oi iron pipe 
froin New Jersey and Pennsylvania points to Winnipeg. 

United States v. C. E. Campbell, G. F. A., Great Northern Ry. Co. Eastern district 
of Pennsylvania. December 11, 1905, indictment found; giving rebates on shipments 
of iron pipe from points in New Jersev and Pennsylvania to Winnipeg, Canada. 

Unit(»(i States r. Great Northern Railway Co. Eastern district of Pennsylvania. 
December 11, 1905, indictment found; giving rebates on shipments of iron pipe from 
points in New Jersey and Pennsylvania to Wiimipeg, Canada. 

United States v. Wators-Pierco Oil Co. Eastern district of Missouri. November 28, 

1906, two indictments found; receiving rebates on shipments of oil. 

United Stat<« v. D. S. Kresky and W. A. McGowan. Western district of MiseourL 
Novemljer 13, 1906, indictment found; conspiracy to procure rebates and concessions 
on shipments of flour over Chicago & Alton Railroad and Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Ry. November 26 and December 13, 1906, defendants filed demurrers. 

United States v. John N. Faithom, Fred A. Wann, and Chicago & Alton Railway €o. 
Western district of Missouri. December 15. 1905, indictment found; rebate of $1 
car on shipments made by Schwarzschild & Sulzberger Co. , in guise of payment for 
of tracks. 
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(Note. — The transactions in the preceding indictment being identical in character 
with those involved in indictment on which same parties were found guilty in the 
northern district of Illinois, this case has been referred to the Department of Justice 
for further instructions.) 

United States v. W. H. Bennett, formerly General Freight Agent of the Ann Arbor 
Railroad. Northern district of Ohio. June 7, 1907, inaictment found; rebates on 
shipments of ice. 

United States v. Toledo Ice & Coal Co. Northern district of Ohio. December 18, 
190G, indictment found; receivinc; rebates onjshipments of ice. 

United States v. Standard Oil Co. of Indiana. Western district of Tennessee. 
October 16, 1906, indictment found; receiving rebates. October 30, 1907, demurrer 
overruled. November 15, 1907, plea of not guilty. 

United States v. Gay Manufacturing Co. Eastern district of Virginia. January 
10, 1900, indictment found; receiving rebates. 

United States r. Suffolk & Carolina Railway. Eastern district of Virginia. Jonu- 
arv 10, 1906, indictment found; giving n bates. 

tjnited States r. William II. liosley. Eastern district of Virginia. January 10, 
1906, indictment found; giving re])ates. 

United States r. John S. Schirm, president Grand Canon Lime & Cement Co. 
Southern district of California. January 9, 1907, indictment found; concessions from 
Santa Fe Ry. on shipments of lime. February 4, 1907, plea of not guilty. 

United Staters r. Grand Canon Uime & Cement Co. Southern district of California. 
January' 9, 1907, 2 indictments foimd; rebates from Santa Fe Ry. on shipments of lime. 
April 26, demurrer ovemded ; plea of not guilty. 

United States r. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. Southern district of Cali- 
fornia. January 9, 1907, indictment found; rebates to J. S. Schirm on shipments of 
lime made by Grand Canon Lime & Cement Co. April 26, demurrer overruled; plea 
of not guilty. 

United States r. Pacific Mail S. S. Co. Northern district of California. September 
27, October 7, and October 11, 1907, 5 indictments, 12 counts; rebating on shipments 
of matting moved on joint rates, partly by rail and partly by water, from Kobe, Japan, 
to inland cities of the United States. 

United States r. Southern Pacific Company. Northern district of California. Sep- 
tember 27 and October 7, 1907, 7 indictments, 58 counts; rebating on shipments of 
matting moved on joint rates, partly by water and partly by rail, from Kobe, Japan, 
to inland cities of the United States. ' 

United States r. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. Western district of Louisiana. January 
29, 1907, 2 indictments found; receiving concessions from St. L., I. M. & S. Railway and 
M. L. & T. R. R. and S. Co. on shipments of oil from Bixby, 111., to points in Louis- 
iana in 1905; 32 coimts. 
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INFOBMAL HEPABATION CLAIMS ALLOWED BY THE COMMISSION 

DUBINQ THE YEAB. 

1. T. C. Keller & Company v. Chicago & Eaatem Illinois Railroad ComiMiny. 
January 17, 11K)7. Itefund of $54.34 on carload of coal shipped from Clinton, 
Ind., to Baroda, Mich., on account of excessive rate. 

2. Eastern Tablet Company r. Mallory Steamship Company. February 16, 
VM)1, Refund of $106 on shipment of paper tablets from Brownsville, K. Y., 
to Dallas, Tex., on account of excessive rate. 

3. Miller-Vidor Lumber Comimny r. Texas & Pacific Railway Company. Feb- 
ruary 18, 1907. Refimd of $11.80 on carload of lumber from Sodus, La., to 
Hallettsville, Tex., on account of misrouting. 

4. Surr(»y I^umbor ComiMiny v. Norfolk & Western Railway Company. Feb- 
ruary 19, 1907. Refund of $3.75 on box of shooks from Wakefield, Va., to 
Westminster, Md., on account of misrouting by carrier*s agent. 

5. Phoenix Cotton Oil Company v, St. IjouIs, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Railway Comi>nny. February 19, 1907. Refund of $158.04 on 14 carloads of 
cotton seed from Corning and Newark, Ark., to Memphis, Tenn., on account of 
misconstruction of tariff. 

.6. Milwaukee Elevator Company v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Company. February 19, 1907. Refund of $84.03 on 2 carloads of barley ship[KHl 
from Bushnell. S. Dak., to Milwaukee, Wis., on account of Improper routing. 

7. Plllsbury-Watklns Compony v, Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad Com- 
l>any. February 21, 1907. Refund of $354.73 on shipments of ties from Peoria, 
III., to MinneaiK>lls, Minn., through error in publication of tariff. 

8. E. D. Hamlin r. Iowa Central Railway Comimny. Fel>ruary 21, 11K)7. 
Refund of $08 on 2 carloads of oats from Vancleve, Iowa, to Kansas City, Mo., 
on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

9. Rosebrook Coal Company v, Iowa Central Railway Company. February 
21, 1907. Refund of $14.35 on carload of coal from Eildyvlllo, Iowa, to Aldon, 
Minn., on account of misrouting by carrier*s agent 

10. Macy Brothers r. Iowa Ontral Railway Company. February 21, lJi07. 
Refund of $29.38 on carload of oats from Sully, Iowa, to Kansas City, Mo., 
on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

11. Taylor Manufacturing Company r. Seaboard Air Line Railway. February 
23, 11K)7. Refund on $14.37 on carload of cotton-seed hulls from Columbia, 
S. C, to Oastonia, N. C, on account of excessive charges. 

12. I). E. Ryan Comi>any and F. B. Scott Company v. Chicago, St. Paul, 
Minnoflr>olia * Omaha Railway Company. February 23, 1907. Refund of $14.88 
and $5.3.10 on shipments of apples from Nebraska City, Nebr., to MinneaiK>lls, 
Minn., on ac(M)unt of Improper routing. 

13. John S. Owen Lumber Compjiny t?. Wisconsin Central Railway Company. 
February 23, 1IM)7. Refund of $16.35 on shipment of building stone from 
Portland, Conn., to Kau Claire, Wis., on account of cliarging less than carload 
rates instead of minimum carload rates. 

14. EJ. P. Stacy & Sons r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway 
Comiwiny. February 23, 1907. Refund of 4 cents i>er 100 pounds on 6 car- 
loads of apples from Troy, Kans., to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of mis- 
n)utlng by carrier's agent. 

15. Rogt»r8, Brown & Company v. Southern Railway Company. February 
25, 1J)07. Refund of $40.50 on 2 carloads of pig iron from Sheffield, Ala., to 
Moberly, Mo., on account of clerical error In tariff schedule. 

16. Tlie Hay ward H. Kendall Company r. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Com- 
pany. February 25, 1907. Refund of $18.03 on shipment of coal from Lilly, 
Pa., to Cleveland, Ohio, for the jniriiose of adjusting exce8.slve switching charge. 

17. The Holcomb Hayes. Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
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April 20, 1907. Refund of $5555.50 on 70 carloads of ties from Hopkinsville, 
Ky., to Ilerrin and Pawnee Junction, 111., on account of error in publication of 
rate schedule. 

18. Spencer- Lumber Company and Floete Lumber Company v. Iowa Cential 
Railway Company. . February 27, 1907. Refund of 3i cents per 100 pounds 
on sliipment of 2 carloads of sewer pipe from Monmouth, 111., to Spencer, 
Iowa, on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

19. Roswell Gas Company v, Pecos Valley & Northeastern Railway Ck)m- 
pany. March 2, 1907. Refund of $368.92 on shipment of cinide oil from 
Chauute, Kans., to Roswell, N. Mex., on account of collection of local instead of 
joint through commodity rate. 

20. Price Cereal Food Company v, Kansas City Southern Railway Company, 
March 2, 1907. Refund of $30.56 on shipment of flaked wheat from Owosso, 
Mich., to Fort Smith, Ark., on account of improper routing. 

21. Archeuhold & Company v, St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company. 
March 2, 1907. Refund of $54.57 on shipments of whisky from Lynchbux^ 
Ohio, to Waco, Tex., on account of improper routing by carrier's agent. 

22. Yellow Pine Manufacturers* Association v. St. Louis Southwestern Rail- 
way Company. March 4, 1907. Refund of $6.50 on carload of yellow pine 
lumber from Millville, Ark., to Belleville, III., on account of misrouting by 
carrier's agent. 

23. Shoal Creek Coal Company t?. Toledo, St. Louis & Western Railroad 
Comi>any. March 4, 1907. Refund of $74.67 on 12 carloads of coal from 
Panama, 111., to Hannibal, Mo., Davenport, Dubuque, Keokuk, and Fort Madi- 
son, Iowa, on account of excessive charges. 

24. M. Wolf & Sons t\ New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Company. 
March 4, 1907. Refund of $17.10 on shipment of 100 bales of Imported cotton 
waste from Boston, Maps., to Fall River, ^lass., on account of exceesiTe 
charges. 

25. William Whltnier & Sons t*. Central of Georgia Railway Company. 
March 4, 1907. Refund of $12.36 on carload of cypress lumber from Bellwood, 
Ala., to Philadelphia, Pa., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

26. Union Oil Company v, Texas & Pacific Railway Company. March 9, 1907. 
Refund of $262.24 on 6 carloads of crude cotton-s^eed oil from Bunkie, L*a., to 
Memphis, Tenn., on account of excessive charges in connection with refining In 
transit privilege. 

27. Weber Implement Company v. Chicago & Northwestern Railway Ck>m- 
pany. March 11, 1907. Refund of $7.27 on shipment of corn huskers from 
Milwaukee, Wis., to Red Bud, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier'ji agent. 

28. The Mathieson Alkali Works v, Norfolk & Western Railway Company. 
March 12, 1907. Refund of $128.74 on 2 carloads of soda ash from SaltvUle, 
Va., to Denver, Colo., on account of excessive charges. 

29. Southern Bitullthic Company v, Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad 
Company. March 13, 1907. Refund of $335.62 on 43 carloads of riprap from 
Cedar Bluff, Ky., to Baton Rouge, I^., on account of excessive charges. 

30. G(»orKotown & Western Railroad Company r. Southern Railway Company. 
March 10, 1907. Refund of $35 on carload of stoves from Atlanta, Ga., to 
Georgetown, S. C, on account of adjustment of erroneous excessive charge. 

31. American Tobacco Company v, Durham & Southern Railway Company. 
March 14, 1907. Refund of $132.41 on shipment of smoking tobacco from 
Durham, N. C, to Denver, Colo., on account of error in publication of tariff. 

32. R. F. Hodges v, Wisconsin Central Railway Company. March 14, 1907. 
Refund of $20.85 on carload of lumber from Butternut, Wis., to Rockford, 
111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

33. Stetson, Cutler & Company v. Quebec Central Railway Company. March 

15, 1907. Refund of $275.40 on 12 carloads of lumber from Dudswell Junction, 
Quebec, to Katonah and White Plains, N. Y., on account of excessive charges. 

34. Sale-Blackledge-Nellis Company v, Vandalia RiUlroad Company. March 

16, 1907. Refund of $73.39 on 5 carloads of canned tomatoes from Efllngham, 
• 111., to St. I^ouis, Mo., on account of excessive charges. 

35. Wallace Grain Company r. Minneaiwlis & St. I^uis Railroad Company. 
March 16, 1907. Refund of $17.67 on carload of salt from Superior, Wis., to 
AVallace, S. Dak., on ac(rount of collection of local combination instead of 
through rate. 

30. W. W. Trubv & Company r. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany. March 16,' 1907. Refund of $11.27 on carload of broom com from 
Englewood, Kans,, to Mattoou, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent 
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37. Barrett ^lanufacturing Company i*. Chicago Great Western Railway Com- 
pany. March 16, 1907. Refund of $82.62 on carload of roofing paper from 
Chicago, III., to Lexington, Nebr., on account of collection of joint through rate 
in excess of combination of local rates. 

38. Rogers Brown & Company v. Southern Railway Company. March 22, 1907. 
Refund of $04.91 on 24 carloads of pig iron from Sheffield, Ala., to Burling- 
ton, N. J., via Norfolk, Va., on account of illegal storage charges. 

39. C. A. Bonds v. Vlcksburg, Shreveport & Pacific Railway Company. 
March 22, 1907. Refund of $25 on 4 carloads of shingles from Monroe, I^., 
to Meridian, Miss., on account of clerical error In construction of tariff. 

40. Blaisdell Milling Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneaiwlis & Omaha 
Railway Company. March 22, 1907. Cancellation of local charges and to apply 
joint through rail and lake rates. 

41. Crystal Paper Company v. Cincinnati, Hamilton & Dayton Railway 
Company, March 23, 1907. Refund of $55.20 on carload of wrapping paper 
from Middletown, Ohio, to Boston, Mass., on account of erroneous cancellation 
of rate. 

42. Yegen Brothers v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. March 23, 1907. 
Refund of $112.87 on carload of rice from Estherwood, La., to Billings, Mont., 
on account of excessive charge. 

43. American Hoist & Derrick Company r, Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad 
Comi)any. March 23, 1907. Refund of $18.35 on carload of hoisting machinery 
from St. Paul, Minn., to Wiggins, Miss., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

44. S. A. Foster Lumber Company r. Northern Pacific Railway Company. 
March 23, 1907. Refund of $24 on carload of pine laths from Gordon Siding, 
Mont., to Havelock, Nebr., on account of adjustment of minimum carload 
regulation. 

45. Thomas H. Argall v, Canadian Pacific Railway Company. March 25, 
1907. Refund of $73.38 on 2 carloads of iron bog ore from Champlain, Quebec, 
to Erie, Pa., on account of error in publication of rate. 

4G. James Quirk Milling Company v, Minneapolis & St. Ix>uis Railroad Com- 
pany. March 25, 1907. Refund of $20.67 on carload of flour from Mont- 
gomery, Minn., to Merrill, Wis., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

47. Albert Dickinson Company t\ Chicago, Burlington & Qulncy Railway Com- 
pany. March 16, 1907. Refund of $60.10 on carload of popcorn from Chicago, 
111., to Denver, Colo., on account of adjustment of excessive through rate. 

48. Moore & Munger r. Southern Railway Company. March 23, 1(K)7. Refund 
of $89.40 on 3 carloads of clay from Warrenvllle, S. C, to Lyons Falls, N. Y., 
on account of excessive charges. 

49. Ryland & Brooks Lumber Company v, Norfolk & Western Railway Com- 
pany and Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Comi)any. ^larch 23, 1907. Refund of 
$33.13 on 2 carloads of lumber from Ford, Va., to Brooklyn, Md., on account of 
error in tariff. 

50. Carney, Brande & Clark r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Rail- 
way Company. March 25, 1907. Refund of $606.99 on 21 carloads of i)oles 
from Black Duck and Funkley, Minn., to Omaha, Nebr., on account of excessive 
rates. 

51. James A. Smith v, Iowa Central Railway Company. March 25, 1907. 
Refund of $118.81 on 2 carloads of coal from Albia, Iowa, to Vivian, S. Dak., 
on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

52. Clark Coal & Coke Company r. Iowa Central Railway Company. March 
25, 1907. Refund of $34.11 on carload of coal from Bartlett, 111., to Henderson, 
Minn., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

53. E. P. Stacy & Sons v. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway 
Company. March 25, 1907. Refund of $11..^)0 on carload of apples from Troy, 
Kans., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of excessive rates. 

54. Ryland & Brooks Lumber Company r. Seaboard Air Line Railway. March 
30, 1907. Refund of $18.21 on carload of lumber from Sandford, N. C, to 
Baltimore, Md., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

55. Mount Airy Furniture Company r. Southern Railway Comi)any. April 2, 
1907. Refund of $32.40 on carload of furniture from Mount Airy, N. C, to 
Turtle Creek, Pn., on account of excessive rates. 

56. D. B. Sweet & Company r. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
Company. March 30, 1907. Refund of $12 on carload of flour In barrels from 
New York, N. Y., to New Haven, Conn., on account of excessive ^wlvi^, 
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57. Anderson-Tully Company t*. Vicksbiirg, Shreveport & Pneific Rnilway 
Company. April 3, 1907. Kefund of $2;).70 on carload of bax material from 
Vleksbiirg, Miss., to Monroe, Lji., on account of excessive rates. 

58. H. A. Dreves Company i\ Illinois Central Kailroad Corai>any. March 29, 
1907. Refund of $331.83 on 7 carloads of cruised oyster shells from SavaDiiah, 
6a., to Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minn., on account af excessiye rate& 

59. American Tobacco Comiwiny i\ Durham & Southern Railway Company. 
April 5, 11K)7. Refund of $115.92 on shipment of smoking tobacco from Ihir- 
ham, N. C, to Denver, Colo., on account of error In publication of tariff. 

60. Barrett ^lanufacturing Comi)any i\ Chicago, Burlington & Qnincy Rail- 
way Comr>any. April 5, 1907. Refund of $8.13 on carload of wrapping paper 
from Chicago, 111., to Winona, Minn., on account of error in publishing rate. 

01. Sandoval Zinc Conipanj' i\ Illinois Central Railroad Company. April 
5, 1907. Refund of $30 on 2 carloads of zinc ore from Maricm, Ky., to San- 
doval, 111., on account of clerical error in iniblishing rate. 

62. Abilene Company v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. April 10, 1007. 
Refund of $2.10 on shipments of mineral water from Abilene, Kans., to Omaha, 
Nebr., on account of excessive charge. 

6;j. I^nige Cainiing Company i\ Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
l{ailway Cou\i)any. April 5, 1907. licfund of $6.08 on shipment of carload 
of canned corn fi*om Eau Claire, Wis., to Pueblo, Colo., on account of excessive 
charges. 

04. Goff-Kirl)y Coal Company v. Bessemer & Ltike Erie Railroad Company. 
April 10, 1907. Refund of $597.82 on 71 carloads of coal from Branchton, Pa., 
to Detroit, Mich., on account of excessive rates. 

65. Goemann Grain Company t?. Wisconsin Central Railway Ccnnpany. April 
8. 1907. Refund of $128.32 on shipment of 10 carloads of oats from Fair- 
child, Wis., to Manitowoc, Wis., on account of excessive rates. 

66. Armour Packing Company v. Kansas City Southern Railway Company. 
April 12, 1907. Refund of $(>JKr)8 on carload of cotton-seed oil from Paris, 
Ark., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of excessive charge. 

67. Wm. Volker & Company v, Norfolk & Western Railway Company. April 
18, 1907. Refund of $28.78 on 2 carloads of linoleum from Philadelphia, Pa., 
to Kansas City, Mo., on account of excessive rate. 

68. J. II. Arnold & Company i-. Southern Railway Company. April 18, 1907. 
Refund of $54.78 on carload of cotton fi"om Gadsden, Ala., to Hudson, N. C, 
on account of excessive rate. 

69. Ilumbird Lumber Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. April 
15, 1907. Refund of $45 on 2 carloads of pine lumber from Sand Point, Idaho, 
to McClusky, S. Dak., on account of oversight hi pul)lication of rate. 

70. Acwortli Cotton Manufacturing Company t\ Nashville, Chattanooga & St. 
Louis Railway Company. April 18, 1907. Refund of $285.50 on 15 carloads of 
machinery from Lowell, Mass., to Acworth, Ga., on account of oversight in 
l)ublication of rat(». 

71. W. M. Ritter Lumber Company v, Norfolk & Western Railway Company. 
April 19, 1JM)7. Refund of $2.70 on carload of linuber from Panther, W. Va., 
to Punxsutawney. l*a., on account of excessive rate. 

72. Beatrice Corn .Mills r. Union Pacific Railroad Company. April 19, 1907. 
Refund of ^V,)S on carload of brewer's grits from Reatrice, Nebr., to San 
Francisc-o, Cal., and div(^rte<l on account of the earthquake to Vancouver, 
Wash., on account of exrossive rate. 

73. W. E. Domoud r. Central Vermont liailway Comi)any. April 20, 1907. 
Refund of $9.>{9 on li cars of cord wood from Stratford, Conn., to Springfield, 
Mass., on account of excossive rate. 

74. Acme Storage Company t\ Southern Railway Company. April 22, 1907. 
Refund of $.j4.80 on 2 carloads of talc from Glendon, N. C, to Chicago, 111., on 
account of error in i)ul>li<*ation of rate. 

75. California Sugar & White Pine Agency r. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Company. April 24, 1007. liefund of $4 on carload of doors from 
San Francls<?o, (^al., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of improper exaction of 
demurrage charge*. 

70. I*owhatan Coal & Coke Company r. Buffalo & Susquehanna Bailroad 
Company. April 22, 1JK)7. Refund of $5,.*>.^9.25 on 1.52 carloads of coke from 
Sykes, Pa., to West Seneca, N. Y., on account of excessive charge. 

77. Naticmal ^Manufacturing Company t?. Tohnk), St. Louis & Western Bail- 
way Company. April 19, 11)07. Refund of $22.74 on carload of staves from 
yew BaYttvla, Ohio, to Sterling, 111,, on account of excessive charge. 
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78. Listman Mill Company v, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Kailway Com- 
pany. April 20, 1907. Refund of $503 on 25 carloads of bran from Minneapolis, 
Minn., to Lacrosse, Wi&, on account of oversight in construction of rate 
schedule. 

79. C. W. Hull Company v. Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad Company 
April 22, 1907. Refund of $12.15 on carload of coal from Carterville, 111., 
to Greenville, Iowa, thence reconsigned to Sheldon, Iowa, on account of im- 
proper reconsignment charges. 

SO. Newaygo Portland Cement Company x\ Wisconsin Central Railway Com- 
pany. April 22, li)07. Refund of $101.95 on 5 carloads of cement from 
Newaygo, Mich., to Grand Rapids, Wis., on account of excessive charge. 

81. C. B. Havens & Company v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. April 22, 
1907. Refund of $81.88 on carload of coal from Chicago, 111., to Boise, Idaho, 
on account of excessive charge. 

82. Champion Coated Paper Company v, Cincinnati, Hamilton & Dayton 
Railway Company. April 23, 1907. Refund of $314 on 20 carloads of paper 
from Hamilton, Ohio, to Baltimore, Md., New York, N. Y., and Boston, Mass., 
on account of excessive charge. 

83. Franklin Sugar Refining Comimny v. Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. 
April 23, 1907. Refund of $20.25 on carload of sirup from Philadelphia, Pa., 
to St. Louis, Mo., on account of error of carrier's agent. 

84. C. F. Keck & Company v, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company and 
Norfolk & Western Railway Company. April 23, 1907. Refund of $35.75 on 2 
carloads of feed from Roxbury, Md., to Norfolk, Va., on account of excessive 
cliarge. 

85. Baker Brothers &' Company v, Norfolk & Western Railway Company. 
April 24, 1907. Refund of $28.00 on carload of glass bottles from Sheffield, 
Pa., to Lynchburg, Va., on account of excessive charge. 

86. Muskogee Oil Refining Company v, Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Comi)any. April 23, 1907. Refund of $87.83 on carload of oil from ^luskogee, 
lud. T., to Little Rock, Ark., on account of excessive charge. 

87. lndei>endent Elevator Company v, Miuneapolis & St. Louis Railroad 
Company. April 25, 1907. Refund of $217.71 on 4 carloads of coal from 
Duluth, Minn., to Crocker, S. Dak., on accomit of excessive charge. 

SS. Tennessee A'alley Fertilizer Company v. Southern Railway Company. 
October 5, 1907. Refund of $1,437.62 on 81 carloads of fertilizer from Florence, 
Ala., to various i)oints in Tennessee, on account of clerical error in publicaticm 
of rate schedule. 

89. Southern Bitullthic Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
April 25, 1907. Refund of $57.84 on carload of paving cement from Carthage, 
Ohio, to Baton Rouge, La., on account of excessive charge. 

90. Oxford Copper Company v. Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad 
Company. April 25, 1907. Refund of $90.11 on 8 carloads of soda ash from 
Solvay, N. Y., to Hoboken, N. J., on account of oversight in publication of rate 
schedule. 

91. F. J. Zilla & Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. May 3, 1907. 
Refund of $7.76 on carload of wire and nails from Chicago, 111., to Hutchin- 
son, Minn., on account of excessive charge. 

92. B. Presley Company r. Chicago. St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway 
Company. May 3, 1907. Refund of $60 on carload of flour from Orrville, 
Shuburt, and Falls City, Nebr., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of oversight 
ill connection with publication of rate. 

93. Orrville Milling Company r. Cleveland, Akron & Columbus Railway 
Company. May 3, 1907. Refund of $60 on a carload of flour from Orrville, 
Ohio, to Alexandria, Va., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

94. Crosby Roller Milling Company t\ Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Company. May 3, 1907. Refund of $3.07 on carload of flour from Topeka, 
Kans., to Modesto, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

95. New Prague Flouring Mill Company v, Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad 
Company. April 11, 1907. Refund of $10.68 on 2 carloads of flour from New 
I*rague, Miim., to Rice Lake and Cameron, Wis., on account of excessive through 

.rate, 

96. R. P. Burnett v. New York Central & Hudson River Railroad Company. 
May 2, 1907. Refund of $19.83 on carload of stone from Albion, N. Y., to 
Cleveland, Ohio, on account of excessive through rate. 

i 97. Northern Ohio Paving & Construction Company v. New York Central & 
Hudson River RaUroad Company. May 2, 1907, Retx\xi<^ ^1 V^SfL^S. Wi.'\ ^»xr 
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loads of stone from Albion and Eagle Harbor, N. Y., to Cleveland, Ohio, on 
account of excessive through rate. 

98. George B. Herring & Son v, Xew York Central & Hudson River Ballroad 
CJompany. May 2, 1907. Refund of $127.59 on 6 carloads of block stone from 
Albion and Eagle Harbor, N. Y., to Cleveland, Ohio, on account of excessive 
through rate. 

99. Southern Cotton Oil Company v. New Orleans & Northeastern Ballroad 
CJompany. May 3, 1907. Refund of $41.83 on carload of cooking fat from 
New Orleans, La., to Fort Wayne, Ind., on account of excessive through rate. 

100. George J. Klndel v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. May 4, 1907, 
Refund of $2.77 on 2 bales of domestic cheviots from Greensboro, N. C, to 
Denver, Colo., on account of excessive through rate. 

101. J. H. Furman v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. May 6, 1907. 
Refund of $139.83 on 52 casks of muriate of ammonia from Antwerp, Belgium, 
and shipi>ed by the Illinois Central Railroad from New Orleans, La., to Chicago, 
111., on account of error in routing by custom-house broker. 

102. William Volker & Company v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Company. May 6, 1007. Refund of $21 on carload of shade rollers from 
Hammond, Ind., to Denver, Colo., by way of Chicago, on account of excessive 
through rate. 

103. Simon Cook Company v. Toledo, St. Louis & Western Railroad Com- 
pany. May 8, 1907. Refund of $6 on carload of scrap iron from Delphos, 
Ohio, to Fort W^ayne, Ind., on account of excessive rate. 

104. Cleveland Trinidad Paving Company v. New York Central & Hud- 
son River Railroad Company. May 4, 1907, refund of $68.92; May 6, 1907, 
refund of $97.77 ; May 6, 1907, refund of $1,243.34 ; all on shipments of stone 
from Albion and Medina, N. Y., to Cleveland, Ohio, on account of excessive 
through rates. 

105. Northwest Thresher Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. 
May 7, 1907. Refund of $27.61 on 2 carloads of thrashing machinery from 
Stillwater, Minn., to Brandon, Manitoba, on account of oversight In publica- 
tion of tariff. 

100. New England Granite Works v. New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad Company. May 9, 1907. Refund of $5.57 on granite monument' 
from West Quincy, Mass., to Bridgeport, Conn., on account of excessive rate. 

107. Newton Oil & Manufacturing Company v. New Orleans & Northeastern 
Railroad Company and Alabama & Vicksburg Railway Company. May 11, 
1907. Refund of $205.02 on 18 carloads of kainit from Fort Chalmette, La., to 
Newton, Miss., on account of excessive rate. 

108. International Forwarding Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Com- 
pany. May 8, 1907. Refund of $11.70 on 3 carloads of mineral water from 
Antwerp, Belgium, by way of New Orleans, to Chicago, 111., on account of 
error in publication of tariff. 

109. E. li. Hedstrom & Company v. Southern Indiana Railway Company. 
May 17, 1007. Refund of $15 on 5 carloads of coal from Coalmont^ Ind., to 
Chicago, III., oil account of improper switching charge. 

110. :Max Atlass i*. Wabash Railroad Company. May 0, 1907. Refund of 
.$113.54 on 8 carloads of ice from Madison, Wis., to Decatur, 111., on account 
of excessive rate. 

111. Milne Lumber Company 17. Wabash Railroad Company. May 6, 1907. 
Refund of $0.50 on carload of lumber from St. Louis, Mo., to Blockton, Iowa, 
on account of excessive rale. 

112. United States Leather Company v, Wabash Railroad Company. May 6, 
1907. Refund of $204.45 on 5 carloads of hides from Fort Worth, Tex,, to 
Marlinton, W. Va., on account of excessive rate. 

113. Milwaukee Worsted Mills r. Wabash Railroad Company. May 6, 1907. 
Refund of $7S.G3 on 8 carloads of wool from St. Louis, Mo., to Milwaukee, 
Wis., on account of improper minimum carload charge. 

114. Nichols-Chisolm Lumber Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. August 19, 1907. Refund of $11.20 on carload of lumber from 
Frazee, Minn., to Waukegon, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

115. W. B. Northrup & Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. May 14, 1907. Refund of $121.05 on 2 carloads of apples 
from Bracken, Nebr., to Minneapolis, ^linn., on account of excessive rate. 

116. American Glue Company r. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
Company. May 20, 1907. Refund of $10..50 on carload of glue stock from 

Danbury, Conn,, to Springdale, Pa., on account ot e^^^«>«>\\^ TCite, 
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117. TJpham & Apler v, St. Louts Southwestern Railway Company. May 18, 
1007. Refund of $11.05 on carload of lumber from Kelso, Mo., to Cairo, III., 
on account of mistake in quoting rate. 

118. New Orleans Add & Fertilizer Company v. Morgan's Louisiana & 
Teats Railroad & Steamship Company. August 6, 1007. Refund of $35 on 
carload of fertilizer from Xew Orleans, La., to Stamps, Ark., on account of ex- 
cessive through rate. 

119. Northwestern Washed Coal Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Com- 
pany. May 18, 1907. Refund of $3.86 on carload of coal from East St. Louis, 
111., to Omaha, Nebr., on account of excessive rate. 

120. Bessemer Washed Coal Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company." 
]May 18, 1907. Refund of $82.55 on 11 carloads of coal from East St l-iouis, IlL, 
to Omaha, Nebr., on account of excessive rate. 

121. Red River Lumber Company t\ Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad Com-' 
pany. May 20, 1907. Refund of $33.65 on 3 carloads of lumber from Ackley,' 
Minn., to Leola, S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

122. Ganible-Roblnson Commission Company v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Company. May 21, 1907. Refund of $27.20 on carload of melons 
from Coan, Iowa, to ^lankato, Minn., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

123. W. W. Sivright v. Great Northern Railway Company. May 23, 1907.' 
Refund of $9.38 on carload of wire and nails from Chicago, 111., to Hutchln-^ 
son, Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

12-1. Crookston Lumber Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. 
May 22, 1007. Refund of $108.93 on 5 carloads of lumber from Bermidji, Minn., 
to Garrison, N. Dak., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. ; 

12.5. Cudahy Packing Company v. Union Pacific Railroad Company. May 24,' 
1007. Refund of $62.40 on carload of lard oil from South Omaha, Nebr., con- 
signed to San Francisco and diverted in transit to Seattle, Wash., on account of 
diversion of shipment. 

126. Crocker Brothers v. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Com-' 
rany. May 23, 1907. Refund of $10 on carload of pig iron from Fox Point,' 
R. I., to AVarren, R. I., on account of excessive rate. 

127. Crocker Brothers t\ New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Com- 
pany. May 23, 1907. Refund of $148.10 on 20 carloads of pig iron from Fox 
Point, R. I., to Whitens, Mass., on account of excessive rate. 

128. Woonsocket Machine & Press Company v. New York, New Haven & Hart- 
ford Railroad Company. May 23, 1907. Refund of $58.31 on 17 carloads of 
pig iron from Fox l*oint, R. I., to Woonsocket, R. I., on account of excessive 
rate. 

129. E. Arthur Tutein v. New York, New Havou & Hartford Railroad Com- 
pany. ]May 24, 1907. Refund of $50 on carload of pig iron from Fox Point, 
It. 1., to Taunton, Mass., and on car of pig iron from Fox Point, R. I., to Weir, 
Mans., on account of excessive rate. 

130. Ostrander Fire Brick Company v, I^high Valley Railroad Company, 
May 24, 1907. Refund of $12.58 on carload of fire clay from Perth Amboy, 
N. J., to Bellows Falls, A't., on account of excessive rate. 

131. J. A. Miller & Company v, Manistee & Northeastern Railroad Company. 
May 27, 1907. Refund of $88.33 on 2 carloads of potatoes from Glengarry, 
Mich., to Chicago, 111., on account of technical failure in issuing tariff. 

1.32. Northwest Lumber Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. May 
28, 1J)07. Refund of $23.(M on carload of lumber from Bagley, Minn., to Di- 
vide, N. Dak., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

133. American Sugar Refining Company v. New Orleans & Northeastern 
Railroad Company. May 29, 1907. Refund of $46.01 on carload of sugar 
from New Orleans, I^a., to Dothan, Ala., on account of excessive rate. 

134. American Sugar Refining Company v. New Orleans & Northeastern Rail- 
road Company. May 29, 1907. Refund of $54.90 on carload of sugar from 
New Orleans, La., to Troy, Ala., on account of excessive rate. 

135. Julius Porath v. New York Central & Hudson River Railroad Company. 
May 31, 1907. Refund of $79.74 on 3 carloads of stone from Albion and E^agle 
Harbor, N. Y., to West Detroit, Mich., on account of excessive through rate. 

130. Pennsylvania & Delaware Oil Company v. Central Railroad Com- 
pany of New Jersey. May 31, 1907. Refund of $4.62 on carload of lubricat- 
ing oil from Bayonne, N. J., to Easton, Pa., on accoimt of excessive rate. 

137. Grelf Brothers Company i\ Chicago & Northwestern RalbNQ.'^ Csswc^^'^sx^ 
and Lake Shore & Michigan Southern RaVVwa^ Co\si\>«cii'^ . ^-a.-^ '^a.^^ssf^v. ^'fi^^- 
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fund of $35.48 on carload of staves from Cleveland, Ohio, to JanesvlUe, Wis., 
ou account of excessive through rate. 

138. McCarthy & Lardle v. Manistee & Northeastern Railroad Company. 
I^Iay 27, 1907. Refund of $265.02 on 10 carloads of potatoes from Buckley, 
Mich., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

139. Menomouee Hydraulic Press Brick Company v. Great Northern Railway 
Company. May 27, 1907. Refund of $3.04 on carload of cement from Su- 
perior Dock, Wis., to Watertown, S. Dak., on account of error in publication 
of tariff. 

140. L. Teweles & Company v, Ahnapee & Western Railroad Company and 
Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company. June 3, 1907. Refund of $23.30 
on 200 bags of dried peas from Sawyer, Wis., to Chicago, 111., on account of 
excessive rate. 

141. Quiun Marshall & Company r. Philadelphia & Reading Railway Com- 
pany. May 31, 1907. Refund of $0.03 on shipment of hosiery from Doyles- 
town, Pa., to Lyncliburg, Va., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

142. Walter Cooper r. Northern Pacific Itailway Company. April 26, 1007. 
Refund of $207.20 on 8 carloads of pine laths from Gordon Siding, Mont., to 
various destinations on account of adjustment of minimum weight regulations. 

143. E. W. Barley & Company v. Central Vermont Railway Company. June 
6, 1907. Application of 20 cents per 100 pounds instead of 26 cents per 100 
pounds in making settlement with its connecting carriers on a shipment of 
40,000 pounds of merchandise which had been misrouted. 

144. Little River Lumber Comi>any v. Southern Railway Company. June 6, 
1907. Refund of $102.11 on 7 carloads of lumber from Townsend, Tenn., to 
Cincinnati, Ohio, on account of oversight in publication of tariff. 

145. Kansas City Bolt & Nut Company r. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Company. June 6, 1907. Refund of $164.76 on 8 carloads of sand from Klon- 
dike, Mo., to Ivansas City, Mo., on account of error in publication of tariff, 

146. Sanger Brothers t\ St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company. June 6^ 
1907. Refund of $58.63 on carload of oilcloth from Rock Island, IlL, to 
Dallas, Tex., on account of error in publication of tariff schedule. 

147. Simmons Manufacturing Company v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Rail^-ay Company. June 6, 1907. Refund of $40.40 on shipment of furniture 
from Kenosha, Wis., to Springfield, Mo., on account of misapplication of mini- 
mum carload weight. 

148. Carpenter & Boxley r. Norfolk & Western Railway Company. June 8, 
1907. Refund of $154.80 on 2 shipments of contractor's outfit from Bluefield, 
W. Va., to Johnson City, Tenn., on account of excessive rate. 

149. Carpenter & Boxley v, Norfolk & Western Railway Company. June 8, 
1907. Refund of $89.40 on 2 shipments of contractor's outfit from Ingleside, 
W. Va., to Johnson City, Tenn., on account of excessive rate. 

150. C. i\ Boxley v. Union I*acific Railroad Company. June 15, 1907. Re- 
fund of $20.23 on carload of i)otatoes from Fremont, Nebr., to Paola, Kans., 
on account of excessi\'e through rate. 

151. Myles Salt Company t'. Morgan's Louisiana & Texas Railroad & Steam- 
ship Company. June 15, 1907. Refund of $85.02 on carload of salt from 
Weeks Island, I^a., to Grand Saline, Tex., on account of excessive rate. 

152. McNeill Pressed Brick Comi)any r. St. Ix>uis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. June 7, 1907. Refund of $31.61 on carload of brick from Chicago 
Heights, 111., to Valley Park, Mo., on account of excessive through class rate. 

153. E. M. Willioit r. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Company. June 14, 
1907. Refund of amount imid on shipments of refined oil from Erie, Kans., to 
Jopliu, Mo., in excess of 15 ceuts r»er 100 pounds on account of error made by 
carrier's agent in the application of rate. 

154. Black well Milling & Elevator Company r. Missouri, Kansas & Texas 
Railway Company. June 7, 1907. Refund of $14.65 on carload of flour from 
Tulsa to Broken Arrow, Ind. T., on aci^ount of illegal arbitrary charge. 

155. American Bottle Company r. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway 
Company. June 12, 1907. Refund of $15.86 on 2 carloads of bottles from 
Streator, 111., to Ortonville, Minn., on account of excessive through rate^ 

156. Raeford Power & Manufacturing Company v. Aberdeen & Rockfish Rail- 
way Comjwny. June 18, 11K)7. Refund of $18.24 on 3 shipments of yam from 
Raeford. N. C, to Philadelphia, Pa., on account of excessive rate. 

157. Sligo Iron Store Comiwiny r. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway 
Comjmny. June 18, 1907. Refimd of $6.06 on carload of coal from Chicago, 

JIl, to Cody, Wye., on account of excessive rate. 
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158. Western Tin Plate & Sheet Company r. Vandal la Railroad Company. 
June 25, 1907. Refund of $64.12 on 3 carloads of sheet Iron from (Jreencastle, 
lud., to Minneapolis^ Minn., on account of excessive rate. 

ir)0. Aniarillo Ice & Cold Storage Company r. Pecos Valley & Nortlieastem 
ItiUlway Company. Jime 14, 190t. Refund of $ly563.8S on 7 carloads of fuel 
oil frcHn Chanute, Kans., to Amarillo, Tex., on account of excessive rate.. 

160. W. B. Bradley Company v, I^hiladelphia & Reading Railroad Company. 
June 21, 1907. Refund of J?5S1.53 on 18 carloads of limestone from Hummels- 
town. Pa., to New Village, N. J., on accoimt of excessive rate. 

101. Brighton Stoclc Yard Company r. Boston & Albtmy Railroad Company. 
June 20, 1907. Refund of $44.ft4 on shipments of saco dost from Plymouth, 
N. II., to Brighton. Mass., on account of excessive switching charge. 

162. Sligo Iron Store Company r. Chicjigo, Biiriingtoi\ & Qnlncy Riiilway Com- 
pany. June 20, 1907. Refimd of $4.21 on carload of coal fi"om Chicjigo, 111., 
to Cody, Wyo., on account of excessive rate. 

1(53. Little River Lumber Company r. Southern Railway Company. June 20, 
1907. Refund of $21>.16 on 2 carloads of lumlK»r from Townsend, Teim., to Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, on acconnt of oversight in publlcaticm of tariff schedules. 

104. B. Presley Company r. Chicago. St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway 
Company. Jnne 24, 11M)7. Refund of $849..^1 on 12 carloads of api)les from 
Shuhert, Rnio, and Falls City, Nebr.* to St. PauU Minn., on account of exceSvSlve 
rate. 

l(;r>. Shoal Creek Coal Company ?\ Toledo, St. Louis & Western Railroad Com- 
pany. June 18, 1907. Refund of $11.28 on shipment of coal from Panama, 
111., to Hannibal, Mo., on account of misronting by carrier's agent. 

KiO. Works Biscuit Company i*. Minneapolis & St. I^uis Railroad Company. 
Jime 15, 1907. Refund of $20.07 on shipment of wrapping paijer from Nlles, 
Mich., to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive class rate. 

167. Perry Mills Company r. Missonri, Kanstis & Texas Railway Comimny. 
June 15. 1907. Refund of $110.92 on 8 carloads of flour and bran bet\*-een vari- 
ous points in Oklahoma and Indian Territory on accoimt of illegal arbitrary 
charge. 

168. Southern Cement C<impany r. Alabama Great Southern Railroad Com- 
pany. June 20, 1907. Refund of $40.40 on carload of cement from Birming- 
ham, Ala., to New Iberia, I^., on accoimt of excessive through rate. 

Ibt). Bams & Maok v, Wisconsin Central Railroad Company. June 21, 1907. 
Refund of $21.21 on shipment of stdngles from Segro Quarry, Wash., to Boon- 
ville, Ind., on acconnt of misronting by carrier's agent. 

170. Porthind Floor & Meal Company r. Northern Pacific Railway Company. 
June 25, 1907. Refund of $7.70 on carload of flour from Spokane, Wash., to 
Clarks Fork, Idaho, on acconnt of adjustment of minimum carload weight. 

171. Highland Iron & Steel Company r. Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad 
Company. June 24. 1907. Refund of $26.30 on carload of bar iron from Terre 
Haute, Ind., to Fairfield, Iowa, on acconnt of misronting by carrier's agent. 

172. Plansifter Milling Company r. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany. June 22, 15K>7. Refund of $29i>l on 2 carloads of grain product from 
McAlester, Ind. T., to Carlwn, Ind. T., on account of excessive rate. 

173. Sinionds-Shields Grain Company r. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Rail- 
way C?ompany. June 27, 1907. Refund of $650.(52 on 59 carloads of wheat from 
Kansas City, Mo., to Chicago, II L, on acc*ount of excessive mllllng-in-transit 
charge. 

174. (loodyear I^nmber Company r. Buffalo & Snsqnehanna Railroad Com- 
IMiny. May 17, 1907. Refund of $17l>.70 on 10 carloads of luml>er from points 
on defendant's line to Newark, N. ^^ on account of misronting by carrier's 
agent. 

175. Far«\'ell, Ozmun, Kirk & Comimny r. Northern Pacific Railway Com- 
pany, July 17, 1907. Refund of $36.29 on carload of nails, wire, and fencing 
from St. Paul, Minn., to ScHitinel Butte, N. Dak., on account of excessive 
through rate. 

17(5. (lideon-Anderson Lumber & Mercantile Company r. Toledo, St. I^uis & 
W<»stem Railroad Company. June 21, 1907. Refund of $4.30 on shipment 
of baled hay fi*om Decatur, Ind., to Gidecm, Mo., on accoimt of misronting by 
carrier's agent. 

177. Arnohl-Evans Company r. Northern Pacific Railway Comiwny. July 8, 
1907. Refimd of $90.50 on carload of heating apparatus from Chicago, 111., 
to Sprague, Wash., on acconnt of excessive through rate. 
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178. In the matter of the relief of certain agents of the Chicago, St. Paul, 
Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Company. July 3, 1907. Refund of $653.24 
on shipments of apples from various points of origin to yarious destinations on 
account of adjustment of minimum carload weight. 

179. Duluth Iron & Metal Company v, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & 
Omaha Railway Company. July 6, 1907. Refund of $324.23 on 5 carloads of 
scrap rails from Hawthorne, Wis., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive 
rate. 

180. In the matter of the relief of the agent of the Chicago, St. Paul, Minne- 
apolis & Omaha Railway Company at Minneapolis. July 8, 1807. Refund of . 
$20.90 on shipment of sleighs from Wayne, Mich., to Minneapolis, Minn., on 
account of excessive through rate. 

181. American Car & Foundry Company v, Delaware, Lackawanna & West- 
ern Railroad Company. June 26, 1907. Refund of $1,198.40 on 20 carloads of 
steel car frames from Berwick, Pa., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive 
rate. 

182. Wm. Parr & Company v. Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company. 
July 3, 1907. Refund of $16 on shipment of cement from Galveston, Tex., to 
Columbus, Nebr., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

183. Carolina Portland Cement Company v, Alabama Great Southern Rail- 
road Company. July 3, 1907. Refund of $6.46 on carload of cement from 
Lehman, Ind., to Birmingham, Ala., on account of error in publishing tariff 
schedule. 

184. Griffith-Durney Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. June 
3, 1007. Refund of $110.15 on carload of canned salmon from Seattle, Wash., 
to Abilene, Tex., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

185. Swift & Company t?. Chicago Great Western Railway Company. July 3, 
1907. Refund of $26.02 on shipment of fi-esh pork from South St. Paul, Minn., 
to Kansas City, Mo., on account of excessive through rate. 

186. Minnesota Soap Company v, Minneapolis & St.^ Louis Railroad Company. 
July 2, 1907. Refund of $78.90 on 2 carloads of cotton-seed oil from Salli- 
saw, Ind. T., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. > 

187. Wlsner & Company v. Chicago, Rock Island ^ Pacific Railway Company. 
June 12, 1907. Refund of $13.45 on carload of oats from Bode, Iowa, to Mem- 
phis, Tenn., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

188. Wlsner & Company r. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company, 
June 12, 1907. Refund of $2.95 on carload of oats from Pope Joy, Iowa, to 
Memphis, Tenn., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

189. Wlsner & Company v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company. 
June 12, 1907. Refund of $33.04 on 5 carloads of oats from Klemme, Iowa, 
to Memphis, Tenn., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

190. Minneapolis Paper Company v. Minneapolis & St. I^ouis Railroad Com- 
pany. June 24, 1907. Refund of $12 on carload of paper from Minneapolis, 
Minn., to Watertown, S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

191. E. P. Bacon & Company t\ Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Comi)auy. June 21, 1907. Refund of $82.51 on shipment of barley from Anita, 
Iowa, to Milwaukee, Wis., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

192. Slnii)son, Hendee & Company i\ New York Central & Hudson River 
Railroad Company. July 8, 1907. Refund of $16.92 on carload of straw from 
New Paltz, N. Y., to West Brighton, N. Y., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's 
agent. 

193. J. L. Ellilf V. Kansas City Southern Railway Company. July 11, 1907. 
Refund of $315.70 on 12 carloads of oak ties from Lanagan, Mo., to Pittsburg, 
Kans., on account of oversight in publislfing rate schedule. 

194. American Sugar Refining Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
July (>, 1907. Refund of $25.25 on carload of sugar from New Orleans, La., 
to Coffeyvllle, Kans., on account of error In publication of rate schedule. 

195. N. W. Cooi)erage & Lumber Company v, Chicago & Northwestern Rail- 
way Company. June 28, 1907. Refund of $16.62 on shipment of hoops from 
Escanaba, Mich., to Pittsburg, Pa., on account of excessive rate. 

19(». J. B. Teague v, Chicago. Rock Island & Pacific Railway Company. July 
10, 1907. Refund of $7.47 on shipment of household goods from Stuart, Ind. T.^ 
to Estancio, N. Mex., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 

197. Continental Can Conn)any r. Atchison, Tojieka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company. July 10; 1907. Refund of $33.84 on shipment of tin cans from 
Chicago, IJJ., to Marshfield, Mo., on account of mlsroutlng by carrier's agent. 
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198. Barrett Manufacturing Company v. Alabama Great Southern Railroad 
Company. July 10, 1907. Refund of $24.86 on 3 carloads of coal-tar paving 
cement from Ensley, Ala., to Houston, Tex., on account of excessive through 
rate. 

199. Louis Costa w Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company. July 10, 1907. 
Refund of $324.48 on 11 carloads of stone from Sand Rock, Pa., to Alberton, 
Md., on account of oversight in publication of rate schedule. 

200. Missouri Lead & Zinc Company v, Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Company. July 15 1907. Refund of overcharge and adjust undercharge on 
basis of 15 cents per 100 pounds on 2 carloads of reflned oil from Erie, Kans., 
to Joplin, Mo., on account of correction of error in billing made by carrler*s 
agent. 

201. Southern Cotton Oil Company v. Central of Georgia Railway Company. 
July 16, 1907. Refund of $83.94 on 3 carloads of cotton-seed cake from Tal- 
botton, Ga., to Savannah, Ga., for export, on account of excessive rate. 

202. Walter Cooper r. Northern Pacific Railway Company. July 15, 3907. 
Refund of $199.20 on 8 carloads of pine lath from Gordon Siding, Mont., to 
various destinations on account of application of excessive minijnum carload 
limit. 

203. S. A. Foster Lumber Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company, 
July 15, 1907. Refund of $125.60 on 11 carloads of pine laths from (Jordon 
Siding, Mont, to various destinations on account of adjustment of minimum 
carload rates. 

204. Romoiia Oolilhic Stone Company r. Vandalia Railroad Company. July 
15, 1907. Refund of $53.76 on carload of rough stone from Romona, Ind., to 
Madison, Wis., on account of excessive through rate. 

205. De Camp Brothers and Yule Iron, Coal & Coke Company \\ Southern 
Railway Company. July 16, 1907. Refund of $12.05 on carload of pig iron 
from Gadsden, Ala., to Orougo, Mo., on account of excessive rate.. 

206. Pittsburg Plate Glass Company v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. July 18, 1907. Refund of $52.18 on carload of plate glass from 
A'alley Park, Mo., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

207. Pittsburg Plate Glass Comimny v, St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. July 15, 1907. Refund of $3.92 on 2 shipments of glass from Crystal 
City, :Mo., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of excessive through rate. " 

20S. Cloquet Lumber Company t?. Northern Pacific Railway Company. July 
9, 1907. Refund of $5.23 on carload of lumber from Cloquet, Minn., to Kelley, 
Iowa, o:i account of clerical error in publishing tariff schedule. 

209. St. John Grain Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. July 17, 1907. Refund of $9.91 i on carload of rye from 
l.e Sueur, Minn., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive through rate. 

210. Backus Judd Lumber & Cooperage Company \\ ^Minnea polls & St. Louis 
Railroad Company. July 16, 1907. Refund of $56..32 on 3 carloads of lumber 
from Ackley, Minn., to Wallace, S. Dak., and from Westboro, Wis., to Wallace, 
S. Dak., on account of adjustment of rates to new station. 

211. R. A. Walker & Company r. Illinois Central Railroad Company. July 
12, 1907. Refund of $277.59 on 6 carloads of leaf tobacco from Kuttawa, Ky., 
to Clarksville, Tenn., on account of excessive rate. 

212. Sterling Lunlber Company r. Live Oak, Perry & Gulf Railroad Com- 
pany. July 10, 1907. Refund of $21.12 on carload of lumber from Dowling 
Park, Fla., to Atlanta, (ia., on account of excessive rate. 

2Ki. Pennsylvania Oil & Supply Company r. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Company. June 27, 1907. Refund of $258.74 on shipments of oil from 
Nlotaze, Kans., to Ottimiwa, Iowa, Burlington, Iowa, and Rock Island, 111., on 
account of excessive through rate. 

214. I»ortsmouth Harbison -Walker Company r. Chesapeake & Ohio Railway 
Company. July 9, 1907. Refund of $25.58 on carload of fire brick from Fire 
Brick, Ky., to I^ Salle, III., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

215. J. W. Webb & Comr)any w St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Company. 
July 15, 1907. Refund of $54 on carload of snapped corn from Hobart, Okla., 
to Clarence, La., on account of misrouting by the carrier's agent. 

216. T. R. Carrol r. Minneapolis & St. I^uis Railroad Company. July 15, 
1907. Refund of $16 on shipment of household goods from Osage, Iowa, to 
AVallace, S. Dak., on account of adjustment of rates to a new station. 

217. Craddock-Terry Company r. Norfolk & Western Railway, Company. 
August 2, 1907. Refund of $98.07 on 2 carloads of leather soles from L^-nn, 
Mass., to Lynchburg, Va., on account of excessive ratft. 
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218. C. A. Miller r. Chicago & Northwestern Railway C<MBpaii7. July 15, 
1007. Hefond of $54.05 on carload of oats from Albion, Nebr^ to St: IXMilfl, 
Mo., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

211). Wood, Diekorson & Company r. Seaboard Air Line Railway. July 19, 
1007. Refund of $20 on carload of lumber from Vareen, Fla., to Charlestown, 
W. Va,, on account of excessive rate. 

220. Lackawanna Steel Comimny r. Buffalo, Rochester & Pittsbnrg Bailway 
Company. July 23, VMT, Refund of .$^>03,50^ on 21 carloads of steel rails from 
Buffaloy X. Y., to Jereey City, N. J., on account of clerical error in publiidking 
the tariff scheilule. 

221. IMoneer Pole & Shaft Company r. Vicksbnrg, Shrereport & Pacific Rail- 
way Company. July 27, 3007. Refund of $5.24 on 2 shipments of hickory 
r)oleH from I>ellii, I^a., to Pl<i;uu Ohio, on account of misrouting, 

222. Little River Luml)er Comiwiny v. SoutJiern Railway Company. Jnly 
27, 1007. Refund of $520.13 on 58 carloads of lumber from Walland, Tenm., to 
various doMtiuations on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

223. Old Sterling Iron & Mining Company v. New York Central & Hndson 
Rivw Railroad Company. July 25, 11)07. Refund of $2,201.08 oa 40 carloads 
or iron ore from Ant won ), N. Y., to Macungic, Pa., on account of excessive 
rate. 

224. American Radiator Company r. MiJineapolis & St. Lonis Railroad Com- 
pany. July 22, 1007. Refund of $08.07 on 4 carloads of cast-iron radiators 
from Springfield, Oliio, to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of exces^ve throu^ 
rat(». 

225. Barrett Manufacturing Company r. Great Northern Railway Company. 
July 0, 1007. Refund of $20.80 on 2 carloads of coal from Milwaukee, Wis., to 
Sandstone. Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

220. National Earth Company v, Athmtic Coast Line Railroad Company. 
July 23, 11M)7. Refund of $352.03 on carload of fuller*s earth from Salter, S. C, 
to (ireenville, Tex., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

227. Bn)wne drain Company ?\ Kansas City Soutliern Rtiilway Company. 
July 24, 10i)7. Refund of $13J*.47 on carload of snap com fromRedland, Ind. T., 
to l^'compte. Fla., on account of excessive charge. 

22S. Savage Fire Brick (^ompany v. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company. 
July 22, ]IH)7. Refund of $81.03 on carload of fire brick from Hyndman, pL, to 
Bagalusa, Lii.. on account of excessive through rate. 

220. F. C. Papendick & Company r. St. Ix>uis & San Francisco Railroad Com- 
pany. July 22, 11>07. Refund of $257.80 on 3 carloads of butter and eggs from 
Harrison, xVrk., to St. Louis, Mo., and 3 carloads of butter and eggs from Leslie, 
Ark., to St. Louis, Mo., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

230. Whitehall Portland Ouient Company i\ Norfolk & Western Railway 
Company. July 25, 1007. Refund of $2.40 on carload of cement from Cementon, 
I*a., to Russellville, Ala., on ac«'ouut of error in publication of rate schedule. 

231. Railway Supply & ^lanufacturing Comi>any r. Southern Railway Com- 
l)any. July 30, 1J>07. Refund of $122.82 on shiiunents of cotton factory sweep- 
ings from Cainesville and New Holland, (Ja., to Norfolk, Va., on account of ex- 
ci^ssive charg(». 

232. Sleepy Eye Milling Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
July 10, 11M)7. Itefund of $12.14 on carload of flour In sacks from Sleepy Eye, 
Minn., to IIanmi<mtl, La., on account of excessive charge. 

233. Fraze(» Hardware (^ompany r. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Com- 
pany. July 23, 1007. Refund of $22.04 on carload of coal from Lilly, Pa., to 
Vinita, Intl. T., on account of excessive through rate. 

2:M. Quinn-^Iarshall Ccmipany r. Norfolk & Western Railway Company. 
July 30, 1IK)7. Refund of $.38.04 on 13 carloads of knit goods from Scranton, 
l*a., to Lynchlmrg, Va., on account of excessive charge. 

2.35. Fort Smith Connuission (^omimny r. I'nion Pacific Railroad Company. 
July 20, 1007. Refund of $2s..50 on wirlmid of i>otatoes from Kersey, Colo., to 
Fort Smith, Ark., on account of misrouting. 

230. G. H. Sutherland Comimny v. Oregon Railroad & Navigation Company. 
August 0, 11K)7. Refund of $47.82 on carload. of radiators from Detroit, Mlcb., 
to Walla Walla, Wash., on account of excessive through rate. 

237. J. B. Speed & Company r. Southern Railway Company. AogDst 5, 1907. 
Refund of $175.70 on 10 carloads of crushed stone from Milltown, Iiid., to 
tenia, Ky., on account of excessive rate. 
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238, Payson Smith Lumber Company Vi Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 
July 24, 1907. Refund of $28.38 on carload of lumber from Selldrk, Mo., to 
Denver, Colo., on account of excessive charge. 

230. Phoenix Cotton Oil Company r. Fort Smith & Western Railroad Com- 
imny. July 25, 1907. Refund of $109.60 on 3 carloads of cotton seed from 
Prague, Okla., to Memphis, Tenn., on account of excessive through rate. 

240. Hartweli Company r. Chicago & Alton Railway Comi^any. July 2G, 1907. 
Refund of $16.19 on 6 carloads of coal from Springfield, 111., to Pleasant Prairie, 
Wis., on account of excessive rate. 

241. Kurz-Downey Company v, Chicago & Northwestern Railway Company. 
July 24, 1907. Refund of $155 on 31 carloads of lumber from points on the 
AshJaud, Odauah & Marengo Railway to Chicago, 111., on account of exaction 
of unreasonable switching charge. 

242. North West Thresher Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, MinneaiK>lis & 
Omaha Railway Company. August 1, 1907. Refund of $5.84 on carload of 
agricultural implements from Stillwater, Minn., to Atlas, Ohio, on account of 
excessive charge. 

243. Alabanfa Steel & Wire Company r. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. July 22, 1907. Refund of $25.08 on carload of wire and stai)les 
from Ensley, Ala., to Sabinas, Mexico, on account of misrouting. 

244. Michael Klvlighan Y. Norfolk & Western Railway Company. July 14, 
1907. Refund of $14 on carload of hay from Stiiunton, Va., to Hunt's Siding, 
N. C, on account of excessive rate. 

245. Krooger & Fischer r. El Paso & Southwestern Railroad Company. July 
30, 1007. Refund' of $473.02 on carload of brick from Neodesha, Kans., to 
Douglas, Ariz., on acc*ount of excessive through rate. 

246. Simmons Hardware Comi>any v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 
July 31, 1907. Refund of $46.20 on 3 carloads of stove castings from Belleville, 
111., to Valley Park, 2kIo., on account of excessive charge. 

247. In the matter of Absorption of Switching Charges by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Comiwiny. July 25, 1907. Waiver of collection of switching chai-ges 
on lumber on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

248. McCullach & Moss Lumber Company i\ MinueaiK)Us & St. Louis Railroad 
Comi>any. July 29, 1907. Refund of $3 on carload of lumber from Duluth, 
Minn., to Nahon, S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

249. E. R. & D. C. Kolp v. Texas & New Orleans Railroad Company. July 
30, 1907. Refund of $44.80 on carload of com from Tuttle, Xnd. T., to Jackson- 
ville, Tex., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

250. American Linseed Company v, Iowa Central Railway Companv. July 
29, 1907. Refund of $23.50 on carload of flaxseed from Gordonsvillei Minn., 
to Des Moines. Iowa, on account of excessive charge. 

251. Water Valley Pottery Comi>any v, Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
July 24, 1907. Refund of $38.40 on shipments of jugs from Water Valley, Ky., 
to Jackson, Tenn., on account of excessive rate, 

252. Baxter Stove Company v, Chicago & Northwestern Rail\\*ay Company. 
July 25, 1907. Refund of $34.32 (Mi 3 carloads of stoves from Mansfield, Ohio, 
to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

253. Winona Malting Company v, Atchison, Toiieka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company. July 22, 1907. Refund of $108 on 8 carloads of barley from 
Chicago, 111., to City of Mexico, on account of excessive rate. 

254. Buckeye Sand Company i\ Marietta, Columbus & Cleveland Railroad 
Conii>auy. July 30, 1907. Refund of $495.97 on 13 carloads of molding sand 
from Vincent, Ohio, to^Buflfalo, N. Y., on account of error in publication of rate 
8che<lule. 

255. International Harvester Company v. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Raiiway 
Comimny and Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway ComiMiny. July 24, 1907. 
Refund of $5,420.66 on 22 carloads of sisal from Texas City, Tex., to Chicago, 
111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent 

256. Peerless Transit Line i\ Chicago & Northwestern Railway Companv. 
July 22, 1907. Refund of $198.89 on shiinnents of oil from Chicago, 111., to 
Missouri River i)oints on acount of error in rate schedule. 

257. Amerittin Beet Sugar Company r, Atchison, To|)eka & Santa Fe Railway 
Comimny. July 31, 1907. Refund of $9.68 on carload of soda ash from Detroit, 
^lich., to Rocky Ford, Colo., on account of excessive rate. 

258. Headley Glass Company v, Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad Company. 
August 6, liXrr. Refund of $10.71 on carload of emi>ty bottles from DasLvVL^k^ 
111., to Birmingham, Ala., on account of mlatowWu^ \i^ ^-ssc^xVis^^ ^"^jecX. 
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259. Ohio Hay & Grain Company v. Toledo & Ohio Central Railway Company* 
August 26, 1907. Refund of $12.54 on carload of corn from Mermill, Ohio, to 
Prentice, Pa., on account of excessive rate. 

260. S. H* Thompson v. Minneapolis & B. St. Louis Railroad Company. August 
13, 1907. Refund of $47.01 on carload of butter tubs from Fort Dodge, Iowa, 
to Redfield, S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

261. Pacific & Idaho Northern Railway Company v, Oregon Short Line Rail- 
road Company. August 24, 1907. Refund of $59.20 on combination mall and 
baggage car from Jeffersonville, Ind., to Weiser, Idaho, on account of excessive 
through mileage rate. 

262. McRoy Clay Works r. Vandalia Railroad Company. July 24, 1907. Re- 
fund of $171.44 on 4 carloads of brick conduit from Brazil, Ind., to Wildwood, 
Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

263. Pittsburg Plate Glass Company v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. August 34, 1907. Refund of $2.42 on 2 shipments of mirrors from 
Crystal City, Mo., to Atchison, Kans., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

264. M. Seller & Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. August 17, 
1907. Refund of $10.38 on carload of stoves from Hannibal, Mo., to Spokane, 
Wash., on account of excessive through rate. 

266. Guilford & Waltersville Granite Company t?. 'Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
Company. August 27, 1907. Refund of $166.05 on 15 shipments of paving block 
from Woodstock, Md., to Wilmington, Del., and 8 similar shipments from Gull- 
ford, Md., to Wilmington, Del., on account of excessive rate. 

266. Belzonl Oil Company v. Southern Railway Company In Mississippi. Au- 
gust 22, 1907. - Refund of $120.90 on 186 bales of cotton llnters from Belzoni, 
Miss., to New Orleans, I^., on account of excessive rate. 

267. Belzonl Oil Company v. Southern Railway Company in Mississippi. Au- 
gust 22, 1907. Refund of $252.80 on 632 bales of cotton from Belzonl, Miss., to 
New Orleans, I^a., on account of excessive rate. 

268. Chaflin Coal Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company. August 19, 
1907. Refund of $54.82 on carload of coal from Centralla, 111., to Cedar Rapids, 
Iowa, on account of excessive rate. 

269. Nobles Brothers Grocer Company v, Pecos Valley & Northeastern Rail- 
way Company. August 17, 1907. Refund of $25.40 on carload of sugar from 
New Orleans, La., to Plalnview, Tex., on account of excessive rate. 

270. G. P. McNear v. Southern Pacific Company. August 2, 1907. Refund 
of $91.11 on 2 carloads of poultry food from Chicago, 111., and 3 carloads of 
corn from various points in Nebraska, destined to Petaluma, Cal., on account 
of being mlsrouted by carrier's agent. 

271. The Margollus Company v. Seaboard Air Line Railway. August 22, 
1907. Refund of $188.66 on shipment of bagging from Norfolk, Va., to Shreve- 
port, Lii., on account of excessive rate. 

272. E. J. Hoover v. Cliesai)eake & Ohio Railway Company. August 7, 1907. 
Refund of $41.76 on 2 carloads of lumber from Durbin, W. Xa.., to Kinknra, 
N. J., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

273. T. R. Troendle Coal Company v, Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
Sei)teniber 20, 1907. Refund of $414.60 on 6 carloads of coal from Jackson, 
Miss., to New Orleans, La., on account of excessive rate. 

274. Hostler Coal & Coke Company v. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Conii)any. August 8, 1907. Refund of $9.14 on carload of coal from Herrin, 
111., to lMr>estone. Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

275. Wire & Cable Company v. Hudson Navigation Company. August 14, 
1907. Refund of $71.92 on 2 carloads of wire from Bayway, N. J., to Montreal, 
Canada, on account of excessive rate. 

276. Pai)er Calnienson & Company r. Great Northern Railway Company. 
August 22, IV.Ol. Refund of $7.36 on carload of scrap Iron from Sioux City, 
Iowa, to St. Paul, Minn., on account of excessive minimum carload charge. 

277. T. II. Garret Lumber Company v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. August 21, 1907. Refund of $1.73 on shipment of lumber from 
Tully, lii., to Grand Rapids, Mich., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

278. Tileston Milling Company r. Chicago, St. Paul. Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. August 21, 1907. Refund of $13.91 on carload of flour 
from St. Cloud, Minn., to Chicago Heights, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

279. Willard Ditch v, Galveston, Harrisburg & San Antonio Railway Com- 
panj'. August 21, 1907. Refund of $143 on 5 shipments of cattle and 2 mixed 
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shipments of cattle and hogs from San Antonio, Tex., to Morgan City, La., on 
account of excessive rate. 

280. Ohio Cultivator Company v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Com- 
pany. August 21, 1907. Refund of $108.67 on mixed ear of agricultural im- 
plements from Bellevue, Ohio, to Temple, Tex., on account of misrouting by 
carrier's agent. 

281. Lebow & Company v, Norfolk & Western Railway Company. August 8, 
1907. Refund of $.31.34 on carload of scrap iron from Bluefleld, W. Va., to 
Pittsburg, Pa., on account of excessive rate. 

282. Dover Manufacturing Company v. Pennsylvania Lines West of Pittsburg. 
Augiist 13, 1007. Refund of $2.50 on shipment of household goods from Canal 
Dover, Ohio, to Beloit, Wis., on account of excessive through rate. 

283. Zeigler Coal Company v, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. August 8, 1907. Refund of $34.40 on 2 shipments of coal from Zeigler, 
111., to Pipestone, Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

284. Sprague, Warner & Company v, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company. July 23, 1907. Refund of $147 on carload of rice from El Campo, 
Tex., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive through rate. 

285. Buckeye Iron & Brass Works v. Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad 
Company. July 24, 1907. Refund of $2.14 on shii)ment of scrap brass from 
Clarksdale, Miss., to Dayton, Ohio, on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

286. W. P. Devereaux Company t\ Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Compauy. August 23, 1907. Refund of $6.04 on 2 shipments of hay 
from Baldwin, Wis., to Peru, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

287. McNeil & Son, v, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company. 
August 6, 1907. Refund of $76 on 2 carloads of cement from lola, Kans., to 
Council BlulTs, Iowa, on account of excessive rate. 

288. P. H. Jackson & Company v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Com- 
pany. September 5, 1907. Refund of $564.09 on 3 carloads of vault-light glass 
from Bellaire, Ohio, to San Francisco, Cal., on account of excessive rate. 

289. El Campo Rice Milling Company.!'. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
System. September 6, 1907. Refund of $147 on carload of rice from Bl 
Campo, Tex., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

290. Killian Firebrick Company v. Southern Railway Company. August 8, 
1907. Refund of $85.39 on 3 shipments of brick from Killian, S. C, to Savan- 
nah, Ga., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

291. American Tobacco Company v. Southern Railway Company. -September 
14, 1907. Refund of $126.85 on shipment of tobacco from Durham, N. C, to 
Denver, Colo., on account of error in publication of tariff schedule. 

292. In the Matter of Relief of the Agent of the Illinois Central Railroad 
Company at New Orleans, La. August 23, 1907. Refund of $6.36 on account 
of error in assessing freight charges. 

293. Coffeyvillo Mercantile Company i*. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Company. October 5, 1907. Refund of $32.60 on shipment of canned oysters 
from New Orleans, La., to Coffey vllle, Kans., on account of excessive through 
rate. 

294. Kahn Brothers v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company. September 16, 1907. 
Refund of $88.55 on 2 shipments of zinc dross from New Yorl^ City, N. Y., to 
Pulaski, Va., on account of excessive rate. 

295. William Volker & Company v. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Com- 
pany. September 24, 1907. Refund of $12.93 on carload of wooden curtain 
poles from Paducah, Ky., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of error in publica- 
tion of tariff schedule. 

296. Southern Cypress Manufacturers' Association v. Morgan's Ix>uisiana & 
Texas Railroad & Steamship Company. September 24, 1907. Refund of $3.5.16 
on carload of steel car trucks from Detroit, Mich., to Chacahoula, La., on 
account of excessive rate. 

297. Cloquet Lumber Company r. Northern Pacific Railway Company. Sep- 
tember 19, 1907. Refund of $252.09 on 47 carloads of lumber from Cloquet, 
Minn., to Duluth, Minn., destined for North Tonawanda, N. Y., on account of 
oversight In publication of proportional rate on shipments consigned to Lake 
Michigan and Lake Erie r)orts. 

298. I^nlon Match Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. Soptoni- 
ber 3, 1907. Refund of $33.71 on shipment of matches from Duluth, Minn., to 
Lincoln, Nebr., on account of excessive rate. 
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299. D. C. Heath & Company v, Baltimore & Ohio Raih<oad Company. Sep- 
tember 18, 1907. Refund of $46.58 on shipment of school books from Norwood 
Central, Mass., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessi^-e rate. 

300. Southern Cotton Oil Company v. Morgan's Louisiana & Texas Railroad 
& Steamship Company. September 24, 1907. Refund of $143.76 on 3 sldpm^ats 
of cotton-seed oil from Jacksboro, Tex., to Gretna, La., on account of excesaiTe 
rate. 

301. Sumter Lumber Company v, Alabama Great Southern Railroad C5om- 
pany. September 20, 1907. Refund of $8.76 on carload of yellow pine laths 
from Hixon, Ala., to Elnora, Ind., on account of excessive rate. 

302. Sellmeyer Mercantile Company v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad 
Company. September 24, 1907. Refund of $6.96 on carload of fence posts 
fix)m Chester, Ark., to Couway Springs, Kaus,, on account of misroating by 
carrier's agent. 

303. F. B. Fisk Cotton Company v. 3kIobile & Ohio Railroad Company. S^>- 
tember 24, irx)7. Refund of $370^^ on 5 carloads of cotton from Montgomery, 
Ala., to Kobe, Japan, on account of adjustment of proportional rate. 

804. Trinity River Lumber Corhpany i\ Gult Colorado & Sante Fe Railway 
Company. September 24, 1007. Refund of $11.38 on carload of Iwnber from 
Boacli, Tex., to Ravenswood, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

305. J. M. Wilson v, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Company. Sep- 
tember 12. 1907. Refund of $405.42 on 27 carloads of she^ from deeirmont, 
AVyo., to Chicago, III., Kansas City and St. Joseph, Mo., on account of excessive 
fcHHiiug-in-transit rate. 

306. Acme Cement IMa.ster Company t\ Pecos Valley Lines. September 24, 
1907. Refund of $116.72 on shipments of cement i)laster from Acme, N. Mex*., 
to Itoswell, N. iAIex., on account of excessive rate. 

307. Obear Xester Glass Company t\ Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Company. September 24, 1907'. Refund of $201.56 on 8 carloads of sand from 
Klondike, Mo., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of error in publication of rate 
schedule. 

308. Rj^an & Newton C<mipany et al. v, Oregon Railroad & Navigaticm Oom- 
13any. October 1, 1907. Rf^fund of various amounts set forth in the order on 
yhipments of strawberries by parties named from Hood River, Oreg., to points 
in North Dakota, Montana, Minnesota, and Manitoba, in order to adjust rates 
exacted through misunderstanding before legal notice had been given. 

309. McCloud River Lumber Company r. Southern Pacific Company. Octo- 
i)er, 1, 1907. Refund of $12 on carload of lumber from Upton, Cal., to Oshkos^ 
Wis., on account of adjustment of minimum carload weight 

310. Ilartman Funiture & Carpet Company v, Iowa Central Railway Com- 
pany. October 1, 1907. Refund of $18 on a shipment of furniture from Shelby- 
ville, Ind., to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

311. W. S. Nicholson Company i?. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
Company. October 1, 1907. Refund of $18 on 9 carloads of grain from Kan- 
sas Citj% Mo., to Chicago, 111., to La Crosse, Wis., to Pipestone, Minn., to New 
London, Minn., to Foley, Minn., on account of adjustment of excessive switching 
charge. 

312. Cleveland Worsted Mills r. Vandalia Railroad Company. September 27, 
1907. Refund of .$31.08 on 3 shipments of wool from South Bend, Kewanna, 
and Grass Creek, Ind., to Cleveland, Ohio, on account of excessive rate. 

313. Cheniyk Iron & Metal Company v, Chicago Great Western Railway 
Company. October 1, 1907. Refund of $13.42 on carload of scrap iron from 
Marshalltown, Iowa, to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

314. H. R. Gardner v. Minneapolis & St. I^ouis Railroad Company. October 1, 
1907. Refund of $41.55 on 3 shipments of lumber from Cottcm, Wis., to Brent- 
ford, S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

315. J. II. Minis r. Gulf, Colorado & Sante Fe Railway Company. October 
30, 11K)7. Refund of $149.00 on 11 carloads of cattle from Seymour, Tex„ by 
way of Cleburne, Tex., to National Stock Yards, 111., on account of oversight 
in publication of rate schedule. 

316. Wogan Brothers t\ New Orleans & Northeastern Railroad Company. 
September 30, 1907. Refund of $30.22 on carload of sugar from New Orleans^ 
La., to New Richland, Minn., on account of oversight in publication of rate 
schedule. 

317. J. R. Beggs & Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Rail- 
way Company. October 1, 1907. Refund of $9 on carload of potatoes from 

Cameron, Wis., to Oklahoma City, Okla., on account of excessive rate. 



INFOBMAIi BEPAKATION CLAIMS. 317 

318. Withlngton St Cooley Manufacturing Company v, Kansas City Southern 
Railway Company. September 30, 1907. Kefund of $47.30 on carload of band 
implements from Jackson, Mich., to Fort Smith, Arlc, on account of error in 
pnblication of rate schedule. 

311). Denlinger Coal & Ice Company r. Oregon Short Line Railroad Company. 
September 18, 1907. Refund of $108.69 on 2 carloads of coal from Coalville, 
Utah, to Idaho Falls, Idaho, on account of excessive rate. 

320. J. E. Glover & Sons v. Texas Southern Railway Company. October 1, 
1907. Refund of $82.35 on carload of staves from Graceton, Tex^ to New 
Orleans, La., on account of excessive through rate. 

321. McGowan Brothers v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. September 
9, 1907. Refund of $C5 on 3 carloads of wagons from Winona, Minn., to Spo- 
kane, Wash., on account of excessive through rate. 

322. Rudge & Guenzel Company v. Southern Railway Company. October 4, 
1907. Refund of $31.44 on carload of furniture from High Point, N. C, to 
Lincoln, Nebr., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

323. Milne Lumber Company v, St. Ix>uls & San P>ancisco Railroad Com- 
pany. October 2, 1907. Refund of $14.40 on carload of posts from Washburn, 
Mo., to 3fohaska, Kans., on account of excessive through rate. 

324. Steele- Wedelos Company v. Atchls(m, Topeka & Santa Fo Railway Com- 
pany. October 3, 1907. Refund of $147 on carload of rice from El Campo, 
Tex., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

325. McCulloch & Moss Lumber Company t'. Northern Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. October 4, 1907. Refund of $1 on shipm^it of cedar poles from Black 
Duck, Minn., to Haskins, Iowa, on account of oversight in the publication of 
tariff. 

320. Cypress Selling Company v. Morgan's Louisiana & Texas Railroad & 
Steamship Company. October 4, 1907. Refund of $15.88 on carload of lumber 
from Ramos, La., to Birmingham, Ala., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

327. Pennsylvania Steel Company v, Chicago & Northwestern Railway Com- 
pany. September 18, 1907. Refund of $410.02 on 5 carloads of railway ma- 
terial and supplies from Steelton, Pa., to Sioux City, Iowa, on account of ex- 
cessive charges. 

328. Columbus Buggy Company v, Hocking Valley Railroad Company. Sep- 
t^nber 16, 1907. Refund of $32.40 on shipment of buggies from Colimibus, 
Ohio, to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive through rale. 

329. Huntsville Lumber Company i*. Southern Railway Company. Septem- 
ber 18, 1907. Refund of $34.51 on shipm^it of lumber from Decatur, Ala., 
to Burlington, N. J., on account of excessive rate. 

330. In the Matter of the Relief of Agait of Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis 
& Omaha Railway. September 11, 1907. Refund of $4 on shipment of agri- 
cultural implements from Stillwater, Minn., to Fay, Okla., on account of the 
application of excessive rate. 

331. Northwestern Consolidated Milling Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Min- 
neapolis & Omaha Railway. September 18, VM)7, Refund of $17.84 on 2 ship- 
ments of flour from Minneapolis, Minn., to Menominee, Mich. 

332. Mohawk Mining Company v. Duluth, South Shore & Atlantic Railway 
Company. October 7, 1907. Refimd of $144.85 on 5 carloads of machinery 
from Milwaukee, Wis., to Mohawk, Mich., on account of excessive through 
rate. 

333. Marshall-Wells Hardware Company r. Wisconsin Central Railway Com- 
pany. September 5, 1907. Refund of $15 on carload of bam-door hangers 
from Chicago, 111., to Duluth, Minn., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

834. C. H. Young & Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. September 10, 1907. Refund of $33.40 on 2 carloads of 
stone from Bedford, Ind., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of excessive through 
rate. 

335. J. R. Beggs & Company r, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis &, Omaha Rail- 
way Company. September 4, 1907. Refiuid of $19.98 on car of potatoes from 
Rush City, Minn., to Springfield, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

336. Fowler & Pay r. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Com- 
pany. September 17, 1907. Kefund of $2 on shipment of lime from Duluth, 
Minn., to Minnesota Transfer, Minn., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 
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337. Sprague, Warner & Company v, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company. July 23, 1907. Refund of $147 on carload of rice from El Campo, 
Tex., to Chicago, 111., on account of "excessive through rate. 

338. C. B. Fox V. Morgan's Louisiana & Texas Railroad & Steamship Com- 
pany. September 19, 1907. Refund of $250.01 on 6 cars of cotton seed from 
Longview Junction, Tex., to New Orleans, La., destined for export, on account 
of excessive rate. 

339. Bemis Omaha Bag Company v. Illinois Central Railroad Company. 
October 28, 1907. Refund of $51.73 on 8 mixed carloads of waste and bagging 
from Jackson, Tenn., to Omaha, Nebr., on account of error In publication of 
rate schedule. 

340. Foster Lumber Company v. Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Company. September 11, 1907. Refund of $24.60 on shipments of lumber 
from Cabool, Mo., to Burlington, Colo., Stratton, Kanorado, and Goodland, Kans., 
on account of excessive through rate. 

341. ;McGowan Brothers v. Great Northern Railway Company. September 9, 
1907. Refund of $56.47 on carload of wagons from Winona, Minn., to Spo- 
kane, Wash., on account of excessive through rate. 

342. Roydhouse, Arey & Company v, Pennsylvania Railroad Company. Oc- 
tober 15, 1907. Refund of $31.43 on contractor's outfit from Atlantic City, 
N. J., to Philadelphia, Pa., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

343. Cochrane Chemical Company v. Boston & Maine Railroad. September 
30, 1907. Refund of $75.60 on 2 carloads of sulphate of aluimna from Boston, 
Mass.. to East Angus, Quebec, on account of excessive rate. 

344. Pacolet Manufacturing Company v. Southern Railway Company. Sep- 
tember 19. 1007. Refund of $20.85 on shipment of cotton-mill sweepings from 
New Holland, Ga., to Lowell, Mass.. on account of excessive rate. 

345. New Orleans Acid & Fertilizer Company v, Morgan's Louisiana & Texas 
Railroad & Steamship Company. September 30, 1907. Refund of $35 on car- 
load of fertilizer from Now Orleans, La., to Stamps, Ark., on account of exces- 
sive rate. 

340. Denison Cotton Mills Company v. Galveston, Harrisburg & San Antonio 
Railway Company. September 19, 1907. Refund of $188.08 on shipment of 
bagging from Denison, Tex., to Stockton, Cal., on account of excessive rate. 

347. Kollog-Birge Company v. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha .Rail- 
way Company. September 30, 1907. Refund of $151.73 on 4 carloads of pota- 
toes from Beaver Creek, Minn., to Keokuk, Iowa, on account of misrouting by 
carrier's agent. 

348. Frick Reld Supply Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. Oc- 
tober 4, 1907. Refund of $31.68 on shijiment of rails from Nowata, Ind. T., 
to Coffeyville, Kans., on account of nilsshipment by carrier's agent. 

349. C. R. Rank-& Comi)any t\ Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Com- 
pany. September 30, 1907. Refund of $4.78 on carload of hay from Lang- 
don, Minn., to St. Louis, Mo., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

350. Griffin Wheel Company v, Chicago & Northwestern Railway. Company. 
September 24, 1907. Refund of $60.83 on 2 carloads of railway material and 
supplies from Chicago, 111., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of excessive rate. 

351. Superior Manufacturing Company v. Minneapolis & St. liOuis Railway 
Company. October 11, 1907. Refund of $3.40 on carload of lime from Su- 
perior, Wis., to Hopkins, Minn., on account of excessive rate. 

352. American Car & Foundry Company 17. New York Central & Hudson River 
Railroad Company. October 5, 1907. Refund of $382.12 on 30 carloads of 
^^triK-tural iron from East Buff'alo, N. Y., to Berwick, Pa., on account of exces- 
sive rate. 

353. Magill & Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. October 5, 
1907. Refund of $2.06 on carload of potatoes from Hawley, Minn., to Fargo, 
N. Dak., on account of excessive niininnnn carload rate. 

354. Benjamin Iron & Stool Couir)any t\ Delaware. I^acka wanna & Western 
Railroad Company. October 3, 1907. Refund of $25.41 on carload of scales 
from Cortland, N. Y., to Corning, N. Y., on account of excessive rate. 

355. Pennsylvania Salt Manufacturing Company v, Michigan Central Railroad 
Company. October 3, 1907. Refund of $21.45 on carload of bleach powder 
from Wyandotte, Mich., to Kimberly, Wis., on account of excessive through 
rate, 

.350. Coulson Poultry & Stock Foo<l Company r. Southern Pacific Company. 
October 2, liX)7. Itefund of .^28 on carload of bulk corn from Huntley, Nebr., 
to retulawa, CaJ., on account of excessive rate. 



INFORMAL REPAKATION CLAIMS. 319 

m 

357. Bayou City Rice Mills v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway SystGiu. 
September 24, 1907. Refund of $549.78 on 3 shipments of rice from Houston, 
Tex., to Chicago, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

358. Empire Steel & Iron Company v. Philadelphia & Reading Railway Com- 
pany. October 1, 1907. Refund of $74.24 on 2 carloads of coal dust from Read- 
ing, Pa., to Oxford, N. J., on account of excessive rate. - - ;■*' 

359. E. A. Jackson v, Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Company.''' October 2, 
3907. Refund of $277.21 on 7 carloads of shingles from Iron City, Ga., to Quincy, 
Fla., on account of excessive rate. 

360. Lunham & Moore v. Old Dominion Steamship Company. September 7, 
1807. Refund of $295.20 on shipment of cotton from New York, N. Y., to 
Conyers, Ga., on account of excessive rate. " ' 

361. Ajnerican Car & Foundry Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. September 27, 1907. Refund of' $20,190 on shipment of 300 new box 
cars from Madison, 111., to Laredo, Tex., on account of oversight in publication 
of rate schedule. 

362. General Chemical Company v. New York Central & Hudson River Rail- 
road Company. September 27, 1907. Refund of $44.80 on 3 shipments of im- 
port nitrate of soda from Weehawken, N. J., to East Buffalo, N. Y., on account 
of excessive rate. 

363. American Metals Company v, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
Company. September 9, 1907. Refund of $180 on 6 carloads of lead ore from 
Las Cruces, N. Mex., to Doming, N. Mex., on account of excessive rate. 

364. The Albert Dickinson Company v. St. Joseph & Grand Island Railway 
Company. November 18, 1907. Refund of $117.81 on 2 carloads of millet 
seed from Ajrtell, Kans., to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive through 
rate. 

365. Lawrenceville Brick & Tile Company v. Southern Railway Company. 
September 24, 1907. Refund of $37.95 on 2 carloads of brick from L-awrence- 
ville, Va., to Warrenton, N. C, on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

366. Deere & Webber Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company. Sep- 
tember 16, 1007. Refund of $273 on 8 carloads of cream seperators from West 
Chester, Pa., to Minneai)olis, Minn., on account of excessive rate. 

367. Louisiana Red Cypress Company v, Morgan's I^ouisiana & Texas Rail- 
road & Steamship Company. September 9, 1907. Refund of $56.56 on 4 cars 
of shingles from Morgan City and Chacahoula, La., to Birmingham, Ala., on 
account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

368. Republic Mining & Manufacturing Company v. Southern Railway Com- 
pany. October 3, 3007. Refund of $237.04 on 18 shipments of bauxite ore 
from Rock Run, Ala., to Philadelphia, Pa., on account of clerical error in 
publication of rate schedule. 

360. Amarillo Ice & Cold Storage Company v. Pecos Valley & Northeastern 
Railway Company. September 30, 1907. Refund of $135.17 on 3 carloads of 
fuel oil from Chanute, Kans., to Amarillo, Tex., on account of an error in 
publication of rate schedule. 

370. W. W. Wheeler v. Canadian Pacific Railway Company. September 30, 
1907. Refund of $57.56 on 2 carloads of lumber from Calumet, Quebec, to Bos- 
ton, Mass., on account of mistakes of carrier's agent in way-billing. 

371. ^icCl^ud River Lumber Company v. Southern Pacific Company. Sep- 
tember 26, 3007. Refund of $9 on carload of lumber from Upton, Cal., to 
Wheaton, Kans., on account of adjustment of minimum carload weight. 

372. W. S. Knight & Company v, Atchison, Topeka & Sante Fe Railway Com- 
l)any. July 23, 1007. Refund of $147 on carload of rice from El Campo. Tex., 
to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive through rate. 

373. Cutshall & Fhigg v, Indianapolis Southern Railroad Company. October 
1, 3007. Refund of $20.33 on shipment of cinders from Caledonia, Ind., to 
Robinson, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

374. Mount Vernon Car Manufacturing Company v. Southern Railway Com- 
pany. October 5, 3007. Refund of $7.86 on carload of lumber from Green- 
ville, Mo., to Mount Vernon, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

375. Carlsbad Manufacturing Company v, Galveston, Harrisburg & San 
Antonio Railway Company. October 7, 1907. Refund of $0.40 on one case of 
merchandise from Seguin, Tex., to Nashville, Tenn., on account of misrouting 
by carrier's agent. 

376. J. W. Anderson v, Alabama Great Southern Railway Company. Octo- 
ber 5, 1907. Refund of $361.54 on 3 shipments of ingot dioWlS l^o^va. '^SJec^xsct^^^ 
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Pa., to Alabama City, Ala^ on ac<?ount of an error in publication of rate 
schedule. 

377. Fruit Growers' Express v. Southern Pacific Company. October 7, 1907, 
Refund of $41)8.52 on 10 carloads of ice from Coachella, Oal., to Yuma, Ariz., 
on account of oversl^t in publication of rate schedule. 

378. American Timber Company v. Chicago, St Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. October 7, 1907. Refund of $5 on carload of lumber from 
Granite Falls, Wash^ to Minnesota Transfer, Minn., on account of misshipi^ng. 

371). Goodlauder-Robinson Lumber Company v. Union Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany. October 4, 1907. Refund of $51.52 on shipment of lumber from Pine 
BluflE, Ark., to Butte, Mont., on account of excessive through rate. 

380. Greif Brothers v, Toledo, St. Louis & Western Railroad Company. Octo- 
l»er 8, 1907. Refund of $12.96 on carload of staves from Kalaida, Ohio, to 
Joliet, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

381. Greiner & Corning v. Gresit Northern Railway Company. Octob^" 8, 
1007. Refund of $12 on carload of brick from Chaska, Minn., to Aberdeen, 
S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

382. Channel lene Oil & Manufacturing Comi>any v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Railway Company. October 8, 1907. Refund of $50.03 on carload of fuel 
oil from Caney, Kans., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of error in publicatiou 
of rate schedule. 

383. Otto L. Kuehn & Brother v. Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Company. 
October 8, 1907. Refund of $57.19 on shipment of fish from Ncwiwrt News, 
Va., to Sioux City, Iowa, on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

384. William Hughes r. Mallory Steamship Company. October 9, 1907. Re- 
fund of $90 on carload of jute waste from Brooklyn, N. Y., to Dallas, Tex., on 
account of excessive rate. 

385. I^uders-Morrison-Christeuson Company •?'. ^Minneapolis & St. Louis Rail- 
road Comi)any. October 9, 1907. Refund of $217.50 on 146 carloads of wall 
plaster from Fort Dodge, Iowa, to MinneaiK>lis, Minn., on account of excess! ve 
switching charge. 

380. Theodore Hofeller & Company r. New York, Chicago & St, Louis Rail- 
road Company. October 3, 1907. Refund of $19.44 on carload of waste paper 
from Buffalo, N. Y„ to Kimberly, Wis., on account of excessive rate. 

387. Bayou City Rice Mills t\ Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Company, 
October 10, 1907. Refund. of $26.70 on shipment of rice from Houston, Tex^ 
to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

388. Joyce-Pruitt Company t\ Pecos Valley & Northeastern Railway Company. 
October 10, 1907. Refund of $02.84 on shipment of watermelons from San 
Antonio, Tex., to Carlsbad, N. Mex., on account of excessive rate. 

3S9. Fear Campbell Company v. United States Express Company. October 
12, li)07. Refund of $17.11 on 5 shipments of iwultry from Tipton, Ind., to 
New York, N, Y., on account of excessive rate. 

390. C. V. I*ustau r. Great Northern Steamship Company. October 14, 1907. 
Refund of $2,35S.2t) on 4 shipments of firecrackers from Hongkong, China, to 
overland points in the United States on account of excessive rate. 

391. Jacut & Mullen r. Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Com- 
pany. October 14, 1907. Refund of $44.92 on carload of clover seed from New 
York, N. Y., to Ix>xington, Ky., on account of excessive rate. ^ 

392. Anheuser-Busch Brewing AsscKMation i\ Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad Company, October 10, li)07. Refund of $83.83 on 4 shipments of beer 
from St. Louis, Mo., to Huron, S. I>ak., on account of excessive rate. 

393. liockwell Brothers Lumber Comi)auy and Kemp Lumber Company v, 
Eastcn-n Railway (^ompany of New Mexico. October 9, 1907. Refund of 
$194.(K) on 4 carloads of lumber from Trabue and Carthage, Tex., to Porta- 
les, N. M(»x., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

394. Atlanta Mining & Clay Company v. Seaboard Air Line Railway'. October 
10, 1907. Refund of $91.12 on carload of clay from Dry Branch, Ga., to PhUa- 
deli)liia, Pa., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

395. Dixon Fagorl>erg v. Santa Fe-, Prescott & Phm^nlx Railway Company. 
October 9, 1907. Refund of $28.f>5 on shifmient of potatoes from Los Angeles, 
Cal,, to Prescott, Ariz., on account of excessive rate. 

390. Allen-Wright Furniture Company (Limited) r. Oregon Short Line Rail- 
road Company. September 30, 1907. Refund of $272 on shipment of furni- 
ture from Chicago, 111., to Boise, Idaho, on account of adjustment of carload 
Jbasls. 
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397. Ohlemacher Brick Company v. Michigan Central Railroad Company. 
October 11, 1907. Refund of $19.62 on 2 carloads of brick from Michigan City, 
Ind., to Niies, Mich., on account of error in publication of rate schedule. 

3QS, Gloyd Lumber Company v. Missouri, Kansas A Texas Railway Com- 
l>any. October 14, 1907. Refund of $107,40 on 12 carloads of sine tailings 
from Joplin, Mo., to Kansas City, Mo., on account of excessive rate. 

309. William Buchanan v, St Louis Southwestern Railway Company. Octo- 
ber 14, 1907. Refund of $15 on carload of yellow pine lumber from Minden, La., 
to Vinceones, Ind», on account of misrouting by carriers' agent. 

400. R. A. & J. J. Williams v. Western Maryland Railroad Company. October 
11, 1907. Refund of $21.44 on carload of lumber firom Hambieton, W. Va., to 
Scranton, Pa>, on account of misrouting by Carrie's agent. 

401* TuthiU Sprhig Company v. Chicago, Burlington & Qulncy Railroad 
Company. October 11, 1907. Refund of $23.60 <m 18 shipments of wagon 
springs from Chicago, 111., to St Louis, Mo., on account of excessive rate. 

402. California Canneries Company v, Atchison, T(^eka A Santa Fe Railway 
System. October 15, 1907. Ref imd of $92 oa shipment of canned goods from 
San Francisco, Cal., to Estancia, N. Mex., mi account of misrouting by carrier*s 
agent. 

403^ Tacoma Mill Company v. Chicago, St Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Rail- 
way Company, October 11, 1907. Refund of $12.45 on shipment of lumber from 
Tacoma, Wash., to La Crosse, Wis., on account of excessive rate. 

404. MorelK) Brothers v, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Company, 
October 16, 1907. Refund of $41.20 on carload of whisky from Louis\'llle, K^%, 
to Gallup, N. Mex., on account of excessive rate. 

405k Melnrath Brokerage Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 
October 16, 1907. Refund of $121.25 on 2 carloads of sugar from Sugar City, 
Colo., to Springfield, Mo., oa account of oversight In publication of rate schedule. 

406. Texas Grain & Elevator Company v, Missouri, Oklahoma & Gulf Railway 
Company. December 10, 1907. Refund of $67.64 on carload of com from 
Council Hill, Ind. T., to Galveston, Tex., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent 

407. Lebanon Paper Company v. Southern Pacific Company. October 17, 
1907. Refund of $572.18 on 4 carloads of straw wrapping paper fix>m LeI>anon, 
Greg., to Oakland, Cal., on account of excessive rate. 

408. F. S. Hendrlcksoa Lumber Comimuy v. Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
|)any. October 15, 1907. Refund of $7.07 on carload of lumber from Vian, Ind. 
T., to Chicago, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

409. F, S. Hendrickson Luml>er Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. October 15, 1907. Refund of $8.50 on carload of lumber from Vian, Ind. 
T., to Chicago, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier*s agent 

410. F. S. Hendrickson Lumber Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany-. Octol>er 15, 1907. Refund of $7 on carload of lumber from Vian, Ind. 
T., to Chicago, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent 

411. F. S. Hendrickson Lumber Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. October 16, 1907. Itefund of $9.20 on carload of lumber fn)m Vian, Ind. 
T., to Chicago, III., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

412. John Wahl Commission ConijMiny v. Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. October 16, 1907. Refund of $64.37 on shipnieut of i)ig lead from Joplin, 
Mo., to New Orleans, La., on account of excessive through rate, 

413. Wire & Cable Company v. Hudson Navigation Comiwiuy. October 18, 
19()7. Refund of $63.01 on 2 carloads of wire from Bayway, X. J., to Mont- 
real, Canada, on account of excessive rate. 

414. Cole-Hatcher-Hampton Company v, Toledo, St Louis & Western Rail- 
road Company. October 18, 1907. Refund of $20.80 on carload of fruit jars 
from Swayzee, Ind., to Columbus, Ga., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent 

415. L-ixliko Grain Connmuy t;. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. Octo- 
ber 14, 1907. Refund of $94 on 47 cars of grain from various points to Omaha, 
Nebr., on account of unreasonable swltohing charge. 

410. Alta Beet Sugar Company v. Southern I*aclfic Company. October 16, 
1907. Refund of $480 on 2 shipments of sugar from Hamilton, Oil., to Kansas 
City, Mo., and Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive rate. 

417. Union Oil Comi)any of California v. Southern Pacific Company'. Octo- 
ber 16, 1907. Refund of $520.34 on 2 shipments of crude oil from Los Angeles, 
Cal., to Kelvin, Arls., on account of excessive rate. 
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418. Henry Levis & Company v. Southern Railway Company. October 19, 
1907. Refund of $97.35 on shipment of rails and splice bars from Plainville, 
Vt., to Salisbury, N. C, on account of excessive charge. 

419. Gulf Refining Company v. Morgan's Louisiana & Texas Railroad & 
Steamship Company. October 22, 1907. Refund of $348.11 on 2 shipments of 
lubricating oil from West Port Arthur, Tex., to Cincinnati, Ohio, on account of 
excessive through rate. 

420. F. G. Smith & Company v, Galveston, Harrisburg & San Antonio Railway 
Company. October 22, 1907. Refund of $83.09 on 50 bales of cotton linters 
from McKinney, Tex., to Houston, Tex., to be reconsigned to Tacoma, Wash., 
on account of excessive rate. 

421. Gilmer Brothers Company (Incorporated) v, Norfolk & Western Railway 
Company. October 23, 1907. Refund of $5.70 on shipment of sheeting from 
Greenville, S. C, to I^s Angeles, Cal., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

422. United States Steel Products Export Company v. Pennsylvania Railroad 
Company. October 21, 1907. Refund of $1,251.75 on 13 shii)ments of steel 
rails from Bessemer, Pa., to Baltimore, Md., and thence reshipped to New York 
for export, on account of excessive reconsignment charge. 

423. Hamilton & Connell v, Pecos Valley & Northeastern Railroad Company, 
October 22, 1907. Refund of $616 on 40 shipments of cattle from Plalnview, 
Tex., to Rosalia, Kans., on account of excessive rate. 

424. The Texas Company v. Kansas City Southern Railway Company. Octo- 
ber 3, 1907. Refund of $176.82 on 23 carloads of asphalt from Port Arthur, 
Tex., to Rosedale, Mo., on account of excessive rate. 

425. General Chemical Company v. Central Railroad Company of New Jersey. 
October 25, 1907. Refund of $46.57 on 3 carloads of acid from Constable Hook, 
N. J., to Thompsons Point, N. J., on account of oversight in publication of rato 
schedule. 

426. J. D. Skinner et al. v. Wells, Fargo and Company Express. October 25, 
1907. Refund of $118.70 on 16 shipments of r)eaches from Excelsior, Aj*k., to 
Kansas City, Mo., on account of excessive rate. 

427. Raeford Power & Manufacturing Company t\ Aberdeen & Rockflsh Rail- 
road Company. October 17, 1907. Refund of $112.87 on 4 shipments of yam 
from Aberdeen, N. C, to Greenwich, N. Y., on account of excessive rate. 

428. Smith Brothers Packing Company v. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad Company. October 19, 1907. Refund of $45 on tank car of tallow 
from Denver, Colo., to St. Louis Mo., on account of excessive rate. 

429. H. D. & L. 1>. Porter v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Ve Railway Company. 
October 22, 1907. Refund of $146.99 on shipment of coal from Gallup, N. Mex., 
to Rhyolite, Nev., on account of excessive rate. 

430. American Hardwootl Lumber Company v. ^Morgan's Louisiana & Texas 
Railroad & Steamship Company, October 22, 1907. Refund of $139.52 on 6 
cars of lumber from Lecompte, La., to St. Louis, Mo., on account of excessive 
rate. 

431. Carter, Rice & Carpenter Paper Company v, Chicago, Burlington & 
Quincy Railroad Company. October 22, It)07. Refund of $51.18 on carload of 
paper from Little trails, Minn., to Denver Colo., on account of excessive rate. 

432. Jones & Laughlln Steel Company v, Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago & 
St. Louis Railway Coni[>any. October 22. 1907. Refund of $47.84 on carload 
of steel plates from Pittsburg, Pa., to Clinton, Iowa, on account of excessive 
through rnte. 

433. Anderson Carriage Manufacturing Company r. Central Indiana Railway 
Company. October 7, 1907. Refund of $16.02 on 2 shipments of buggies from 
Anderson, Ind., to Mount Auburn, 111., on account of excessive rate. 

434. Andrus, Scofield Company r. Toledo, St. I^ouis & Western Railroad Com- 
pany. October 10, 1907. Refund of $2.21 on 2 shipments of bottles from Sims, 
Ind., to Columbus, Ohio, on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

435. Mason-Donaldson Lumber Company v. Wisconsin Central Railway Com- 
pany. October 14, 1907. Refund of $2 on a carload of lumber from Mellen, 
Wis., to Harvey, 111., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

436. Shenkberg Company v. Great Northern Railway Company. October 21, 
1907. Refund of $37.22 on 2 carloads of vinegar from Newark, N. Y., to Sioux 
City, Iowa, on account of excessive rate. 

437. W. T. Ferguson Lumber Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company, 
October 26, W07, Refund of $5.55 on carload of lumber from Buchanan, Ark^ 

to Quincy, III, on account of misrouting by cartlet's ti^eiTit, 



INFORMAL REPARATION CLAIMS. 828 

438. Acme Manufacturing Company v, Atlantic Coast Lino Railroad Com- 
pany. October 28, 1907. Refund of $122.19 on 37 carloads of phosphate rock 
from Johns Island, S. C, to Cronly, N. Ci, on account of clerical error in pub- 
lication of rate schedule. 

439. Frye & Bruhn (Incorporated) v, Oregon Railroad & Navigation Com- 
pany. October 24, 1907. Refund of $559.65 on 13 cars of cattle from Monida, 
Mont., to Seattle, Wash., on account of excessive rate. 

410. Barber Asphalt Paving Company v, Chicago Great Western Railway 
Company. October 19, 1907. Refund of $40.50 on 3 carloads of paving brick 
from Des Moines, Iowa, to Omaha, Nel)r., on account of excessive rate. 

441. J. I. Case Threshing Machine Company v. Great Northern Railway Com- 
pany. October 17, 1907. Refund of $9.30 on carload of threshing machines 
from Kansas City, Mo., to Fargo, N. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 

442. Northwest Thresher Company v, Chicago^ St. Paul, Minneapolis & 
Omaha Railway Company. October 15, 1907. Refund of $14.U8 on carload of 
threshing machinery from Stillwater, Minn., to Des Moines, Iowa, on account 
of excessive rate. 

443. George E. Patterson v. Pennsylvania Railroad Company. October 15, 
1907. Refund of $692.90 on 62 shipments of coal from Wyoming and Lehigh 
regions to Baltimore, Md., for reshipment by water to destinations, on account 
of cancellation of claim for undercharges. 

444. Victor Cushwa & Sons v, Cumberland Valley Railroad Company. Octo- 
ber 25, 1907. Refund of $35 on 7 carloads of anthracite coal from points on 
the Philadelphia & Reading Railroad to Hagerstown, Md., on account of fail- 
ure to absorb switching charges. 

445. Pittsburg Coal Company v, Chicago, St. Paul, Mlnneai)olls & Omaha 
Railway Company. October 21, 1907. Refund of $385.38 on 16 carloads of 
coal from various points In Wisconsin and Minnesota to i>oints In Nebraska 
on account of excessive rate. 

446. Illinois Central Railroad Company v, Chicago, St. Paul. Minneapolis & 
Omaha Railway Company. October 21, 1907. Refund of $12.95 on shipment of 
potatoes from Osseo, Minn., to New Orleans, La., on account of settlement of 
undercharge claim. 

447. Reynolds, Davis & Company t\ Fort Smith & Western lUillroad Com- 
pany. October 30, 1907. Refund of $25.60 on shipment of oats from Durant, 
Ind. T., to Fort Smith. Ark., on account of misroutlng. 

448. Jones & Laughlin Steel Company i\ Pittsburg, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Louis Railway Company. October 26, 1007. Refund of $71.14 on 8 carloads 
of steel billets from Pittsburg, Pa., to Kokomo, Ind., on account of erroneous 
ai)pllcation of rates. 

449. S. E. Lux et al. v. Pacific Express Company. October 30, 1907. Refund 
of $25.50 and $42, respectively, on 5 shipments of peaches from points in Ar- 
kansas to Toi)eka, Kaus., on account of excessive rate. 

450. Kirby Lumber Company t\ Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Compa«iy. 
October 28, 1907. Refund of $49.90 on shipment of lumber from Kirby ville, 
Tex., to Garretson, S. Dak., on account of misroutlng by carrier's agent. 

451. W. B. Fordyce v. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Com- 
pany. October 22, 1907. Refund of $36 on a carload of immigrant movables 
from Omaha, Nebr., to Pierre, S. Dak., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
aj^oiit. 

452. Ogden Milling & Elevator Company et al. v. Southern Pacific Company. 
Deconiber 3, 1907. Refund of $(>,041.60 on shipments of commoilities between 
various points for 25 complainants on account of change of rates incident to 
destruction of tariffs in San Francisco earthquake. 

ATj?,, Kokomo Steel & Wire Company i\ Toledo, St. Louis & Western Riiilroad 
Conii)any. October 28, 1907. Refund of $18.32 on shipment of wire from 
Kokomo, Ind., to Mountain Grove, Mo., on account of misroutlng by carrier's 
agent. 

454. J. E. Stewart Produce Company t\ Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway 
Comi>any. November 8, 1907. Refund of $80.62 on 4 shipments of potatoes 
from Stevens Point and Almond, Wis., to Muskogee, Ind. T., on account of error 
In publication of rate schedule. 

455. McClintic-Marshall Construction Company i\ Norfolk & Western Rail- 
way Comi)any. October 31, 1907. Refund of $559.45 on 197 shipments of bridge 
iron from Rankin, Pa., to Brookneal, Va., on account of error in publication of 
rate schedule. 
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45C. Antkeuser-Busch Rruwluf? Aissociation i*. Lake Erie & WeBteni IKailroad 
Company. October 30, ltK>7. Refund of $8.33 on 3 shipments of empty beer 
i>arrels from Bioomington, III., to St. I^uis, Mo., on account of misroutins by 
carrier's agent. 

457. Shoal Creek Coal Company r. Toledo, St. Louis & Western Railroad 
Company. October 31, 1907. Refund of $14.70 on shipment of lump coal from 
Panama, 111., to Canton, Ma, on account of mlsrouting by carrier's agent. 

458. Calhoim Mills v. Seaboard Air Line Railway Company. Octol>er 31, 
1907. Refund of $131.07 on 6 shipments of machiu^y from Whitings, Mass^ to 
Calhoun Falls, S. (,'., on account of excessive rate. 

459. Anderson C^jirriage Manufacturing Company v. Pittsburg, Cincinnati, 
Chicago & St. Ix)uis Railway Company. No\'ember I, 1907, Refund of $6.40 <« 
carload of vehicles from Anderson, lud., to Jefferson, Wis., on accotmt of ex- 
cessi>'e through rate. 

400. Ferguson Lumber Company v. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. Octo- 
t>er 31, 1907. Refund of $40.85 on carload of liunber from Little Rock, Ark., 
to Columbus, Kans., on account of mlsrouting by carrier's agent. 

461. Antle-Linley Grain Comi>any i\ Missouri I*acific Railway Company. 
October 31, 1907. Refund of $20.41 on carload of com from Atchison, Kans., 
to Nashville, Teun., on account of mlsrouting by carrier's agent. 

462. Doming Ice & Electric Company v. El Paso & Southwestern System. 
November 5, 1907, Refund of $211«31 on carload of brick from Bl Paso, Tex., 
to Deming, N. Mex,, on account of excessive rate. 

403. Foot, SchultJE & Company i\ Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. November 1, 1907. Refund of $13.04 on shipment of boots 
and shoes from St. Paul, Minn., to Araiuihoe, Wyo., on account of mlsrouting 
by carrier's agent. 

464. C. C. Emerson & Company t?. Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. November 1, 1907. Refund of $14.20 on shipment of 
potatoes from Princeton, Minn., to Shreveport, I^., on account of misrouting by 
carrier's agent. 

465. William R. I^rselere Company v. Southern Pacific Company. October 
31, 1907. Refund of $01.74 on carload of potatoes from San Francisco, Cal., to 
Yuma, Ariz,, on account of excessive through rate. 

466. Florida Cotton Oil Comiwmy v. Georgia Northern Railway Company. 
October 31, 1907. Refund of $25.91 on 2 shipments of cotton seed from lone and 
Pavo, Ga., to Jacksonville, Fla., on account of oversight in publication of rate 
schedule. 

407. J. S. Smith & Company v. Chicago, Burlington ft Quincy Railroad Com- 
pany. October 20, 1907. Refund of $40.96 on shipment of hides, pelts, and 
tallow from Grand Island, Nebr., to Chicago, 111., on account of excessive 
through rate. 

408. Craig-Barr Mercantile Company r. Wells Fargo & Company Express. 
November 1, 11K)7. Refund of $81.77 on 1,081 crates of i>eaches from Hackett, 
Ark., to St. Joseph, Mo. (and diverted to Winona, Minn., while en route), on 
account of excessive rate. 

469. :Mil]iken Brothers ?•. Staten Island Rapid Transit liallway Company. 
November 1, 1907. Refund of the difl'epence between $1.50 and $1.10 per gross 
ton on shipment of pig iron, weighing 4,457,400 pounds, from South Bethlehem, 
Pa., to Staten Island, New York, on account of excessive rate. 

470. Phoenix Milling Company v. Southern Pacific Company. November 7, 
11K)7. Refund of $8^)5.69 on 4 shipments of barley from Sacramento, Cal., via 
Reno, Nov., to ^Mohawk, Cal., on account of excessive through rate. 

471. E. C. Best & Company r. Chicago, St. Paul, Mlnneai>olis & Omaha Rail- 
way Company. October 17, 1907. Refund of $21.11 on car of potatoes from 
Zimnierumn, Minn., to Vandalia, 111., on account of mlsrouting by carrier's agent. < 

472. J. R. Boggs & Conijiany r. (^hicago, St. Paul, Mlnnea]>ol1s & Omaha Rail- 
way Company. November 4, 11K)7. Refund of $.'i2.0(> on carload of potatoes 
from Cameron, Wis., to Nashville, Tenn., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

47T>. IIennosj?y Mercantile Company r. Great Northern Railway Company. 
November 5, 11K)7. Refund of $2.11 on 3 shipments of cotton piece goods from 
Chicago, 111., to Butto^ Mont., on account of error in i)u!)llcjitlcm of rate schedule. 

474. Kreger & Bradley I^umber Comi>any r. Norfolk & Western Railway Com- 
pany. November 2, 1907. Refund of $0.S5 on shipment of oak lumber from 
A/eadow View, Va., to Easton, Md., on account 9f excessive rate. 
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475, Ohio Sandstone OomiHiny v. Chicago Great Western Ralhray Company. 
October 18, 1907. Refund of $132.11) on 16 carloads- of stone curbing; from Am- 
herst^ Ohios to Omaha, Nebr,, on account of oversight iu publication of rate 
schedule. 

476. Southern Cotton Oil Company -n. Southern RailTray Company. November 
4, 1907. Refund of $417.86 on 9 carloads of cotton-seed oil from Yorljviile, 
Whitestone, Rowes^ille, and LeesvUle, S. C, to Savamiah, Ga., on account of 
excessive rate. 

477, G» H. Barnes Hardwood Lumber Company n. St Louis Southwestern 
Railway Company, November 2, 1007. Refimd of $15.75 on carload of lumber 
from HoUiday, Ark., to Oelwein, Iowa, on account of xuisrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

478. Olive & Meyers Manufacturing Company v^ Texn^ & Pacific Hallway 
Company, November 5, 1907. Refund of $53.3$ on 3 shipments of matting from 
Kobe, Japan, to Dallas, Tex., on account of excessive rate. 

470. Alpha Portland Cement Company u. Delaware, I^ickawanna & Western 
Railroad Company. November 2, 1007. Refund of $63i)5 6n 2 shipments of 
cement from Martins Creek, Pa,, to Winchester, Ky., on account of error in 
canceling rate schedule. 

480. Robinson & Orr r, Pemisylvauia Railroad Company, October 22, 1907. 
Refimd of $221.48 o:i 7 carloads of rails and angle bars from Camden, N. J., 
to Hendricks, W. \'a., on account of excessU-e rates, 

48L Woolson Spice Comimny t\ Toledo, St. Louis & Western Railroad Com- 
pany. NovMnl>er 5, 1907. Refund of $0,34 on shipment of coffee and crocliery 
from Toledo, Ohio, to McDonald, Mo., on account of misroutlng by carrier*s 
agent 

482. Twin City Brick Company t*. Chicago, St. Paul. Minneapolis & Omaha 
Railway Company. November 14, 1907. Refund of $29.73 on 6 carloads of brick 
from St. Paul, Minn., to Virginia, Minn., on account of mterouting by carrier's 
agent. 

4S3, F. T. Crowe & Company €. Northern Pacific Railway Company. No- 
vember 13, 1907. Refund <^ $^.25 on 2 carloads of plaster from Blue Rapids, 
Kans., to Suunyside, Wash., on account of oversight in publication of rate 
schedule. 

484. Indiana Tie Company t\ Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company. De- 
cember 12, 1007, Refimd of $291.34 on shipment of 6 cars of cross-ties from 
Breton, Ky., to Evansville, Ind., on account of excessive rate. 

4S5. Duluth Log Company t?. Chicago, St Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Rail- 
iva^i' Company. No\-ember 7, 1907. Refund of $19.20 on carload of logs from 
Hawthorne, Wis., to Mahaska, Kans., on account of excessive charge. 

480. I^atton-Hartfield Company r. Illinois Central Raih-ond Company. No- 
vember 8, 1SK)7. Refund of $3.01 on shipment of com and oats from Mem- 
phis, Tenn., to Tomnolen, Miss., on account of excos.sive rate, 

487. Ed. Bowman v, American Exi>ress (\)nipany et al. November 5, 1907. 
Refund of $10.93 on corpse from Ashland, Wis., to Alanson, Mich., on ac- 
count of excessive rate. 

488. Pittsburg & I^ke Superior Iron Company t\ Chicago, St. Paul, Min- 
neapolis & Omaha Railway Company. November 15, 1907. Refund of $57.24 
OB shipment of poles from Itasca, Wis,, ti> Black Walnut, Mo., on accmmt of 
excessive rate. 

489. K. M. Strawn I^umber Company i\ Missouri Pacific Railway Company. 
November 14, in07. Refund of $45 on carUwd of yellow-pine lumber from 
Hamburg, Ark., to Chickasha. Ind. T., on account of misrouting by carrier's 
agent 

41iO. J. M. .Jackson r. Southern raeitic Company. November 11, 1907. Re- 
fund of $112,80 on shiiuuent of iwwder from Ivorenzo, Cal., to Gohlfleld, Nev.. 
on account of excc»sslve through rate. 

491. J. W. Binding & Company i\ Missouri Pacific Railway Company. No- 
v«nl>er 12, 1JK)7. Rof\md of $12 on shipment of kaflir com from Madison, 
Kans., to Chicago, III., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

492. Antle-I^inley Grain Comimny r. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. No- 
vember 12, 1IX)7. Refund of $10.08 on shipment of corn from Atchison, Ivans, 
to Pensacola, Fla., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

t 493, Henry Petry i*. Erie Railroad Company. No-vember 11, 1907. Refuml 
of $133.18 on 3 carloads of ice from C-ameron Mills, N. Y,, to Hales Eddy, N. Y., 
on account of excessive rate. 
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494, Littleton Creamery Company v. Pacific Express Company. November 
6, 1907. Refund of $206.48 on 36 shipments of cream from various points in 
Nebraska to Denver, Colo., on account of oversight in filing rate of schedule. 

495. Franktown Creamery v. Pacific Express Company. November 6, 1907. 
Refund of $45.44 on 10 shipments of cream from St. Paul, Nebr., to Denver, 
Colo., on account of oversight in filing rate schedule. 

490. Minnesota Land & Construction Company v. Great Northern Railway 
Company. November (5, 1907. Refund of $22.68 on carload of car wheels 
from Virginia, Minn., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

497. Joannes Brothers Company v, Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. No- 
vember 14, 1907. Refund of $14.13 on shipment of dried currants from Jer- 
sey City, N. J., to Green Bay, Wis., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

498. Kreger & Bradley Lumber Company r. Norfolk & Western Railway Com- 
pany. November 6, 1907. Refund of $5.97 on carload of oak lumber from 
Meadow View, Va., to Easton, Md.. on account of excessive rate. 

499. Avery Rock Salt Mining Company t\ Morgan's I-K>ulsiana & Texas Rail- 
road & Steamship Comi)any. November 8, 1907. Refund of $405.88 on 12 car- 
loads of salt from New Iberia, La., to Memphis, Tenn., on account of error In 
publication of rate schedule. 

500. Lindsay Brothers i\ Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway 
Company. November 8, 1907. Refund of $8.34 on carload of buggies from 
Elkhart, Ind., to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive through rate. 

501. C. H. Weeks Coal Company t\ Great Northern Railway Company. 
November 7, 1907. Refund of $139.73 on shipment of smithing coal from 
Superior, Wis., to Orovllle, Wash., on account of error of carnier's agent in 
applying rate. 

502. Gulf Pipe Line Company v, Texas & New Orleans Railroad Company. 
November 13, 1907. Refund of $1,692.92 on 16 carloads of crude oil from 
Kelfer, Ind. T., to Gladys, Tex., on account of excessive rate. 

503. Ryan & Newton i;. Northern Pacific Railway Company. October 29, 1907. 
Refund of $319.06 on 3 8hii)ments of oranges and lemons from Porterville, Cal., 
and Sheridan, Wyo., to Billings and Livingston, Mont., on account of error in 
publication of rate schedule. 

504. Warwick Iron & Steel Company v, Philadelphia & Reading Railway 
Company. November 8, 1907. Refund of $14.40 on carload of pig iron from 
Pottstown, Pa.; to Stony Point, N. Y., on account of error in publication of 
rate schedule. 

505. Dodds Lumber Company v, Missouri Pacific Railway Company. Novem- 
ber 13, 1907. Refund of $12.39 on carload of cypress lumber from Little 
Rock, Ark., to Cummlngs, Iowa, on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

506. J. I. Porter Lumber Company v. St. Louis Southwestern Railway Com- 
pany. November 13, 1907. Refund of $13.82 on carload of yellow pine lum- 
ber from Porter's Switch, Ark., to Sioux City, Iowa, on account of misrouting 
by carrier's agent. 

507. S. G. Palmer Company t\ Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Rail- 
way Company. November 8, 1907. Refund of $9.24 on carload of apples from 
Hamburg, Iowa, to Minneapolis, Minn., on account of excessive minimum car- 
load rate. 

' 508. Waters Pierce Oil Company r. Missouri Pacific Railway Company, 
November 12, 1907. Refund of $332.51 on shipment of refined oil from Whit- 
ing, Ind., to Slloam Springs, Ark., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

509. J. D. Hollinghead & Company v. YazcM) & Misslsslpj)! Valley Railroad 
Company. October 31, 1907. Refund of $9.24 on carload of circled heading 
from Clarksdale, Miss., to Savannah, Ga., on account of error In publication of 
rate schedule. 

510. W. Wolf & Sons v. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Com- 
pany. November 12, 1907. Refund of $4 on shlimient of 22 bales of cotton 
waste from Boston, Mass., to Fall River, Mass., on account of excessive rate. 

511. Chicago, Rock Island & Gulf Railway r. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Rail- 
way Company of Texas. November 13, 1907. Refund of $90.73 on shipment 
of lumber from Pittsburg, Tex., to Shamrock, Tex., on account of misrouting 
by defendant's agent. 

512. E. Phillii)s & Sons r. Southern Railway Company. November 14, 1907. 
Refund of $6.44 on carload of coal from Aldrich, Ala., to Greenville, Ga., on 
account of error in publication of rate schedule. 
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513. Toxaway Tanning Company r. Southern Railway Company. November 
15, 1907. Refund of $109.04 on shipment of hides from Allegheny, Pa., to 
Kosman, X. C, on account of excessive rate. 

• 514. S. L. Breaux v. Chicago, Roclc Island & Pacific Railway Company. 
November 16. 1907. Refund of $218.47 on 9 carloads of rice from Carlisle, 
Ark., to New Orleans, La., on account of oversight In publication of rate 
schedule. 

515. Frost-Trigg Lumber Company v. St. Louis Southwestern Railway Com- 
pany. November 15, 1907. Refund of $27.06 on carload of lumber from 
Frostville, Ark., to Chickasha, Ind. T., on account of niisrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

516. United States Gypsum Company v. :Missouri Pacific Railway Com- 
pany. November 11, 1907. Refund of $24 on carload of wall plaster from 
Blue Rapids, Kans., to Florence, Ala., on account of niisrouting by carrier's 
agent. 

517. Junta Directiva de las Obras de Provision de Aguas v, Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Railway Company. November 1, 1907. Refund of $755.72 on 8 car- 
loads of structural iron from Mingo Junction, Ohio, to the City of Mexico, 
Mexico, on account of excessive through rate. 

518. Morrison Brothers Company r. Southern Railway Company. November 
22, 1907. Refund of $63.45 on 2 carloads of coal from Gamble Mines, Ala., to 
Clinton, Miss., on account of niisrouting by carrier's agent. 

519. Webber-Ayers Hardware Comjmny i\ Southern Railway Comi)any. 
November 18, 1907. Refund of $9.03 on carload of agricultural implements 
from Columbus, Ga., to Fort Smith, Ark., on account of error in publication of 
rate schedule. 

520. Goodyear Lumber Company t\ Buffalo & Susquehanna Railway Company. 
November 15, 1907. Refund of $249.41 on 16 carloads of lumber from Austin 
and Galeton, Pa., to Newark, N. J., on account of misrouting l)y carrier's agent 

521. Finch, Van Slyck & McConville r. Pennsylvania Railroad Company. No- 
vember 19, 1907. Refund of $1.87 on a shipment of 4 cases of cotton shirts from 
Baltimore, Md., to St. Paul, Minn., on account of excessive rate. 

522. J. J. Mohr & Son r. I^high & Hudson River Railway Company. Novem- 
ber 19, 1907. Refund of $157.27 on 4 shipments of pig iron from Peciuest, N. J., 
to Seyfert, Pa., on account of excessive rate. 

523. Bisbee Lumber Company r. K\ I*aso & Southwestern System. November 
19, 1907. Refund of $283.75 on 2 shipments of mining timl>ers from San Pedro 
and Los Angeles, Cal., to I-ewis Springs, Ariz., on account of excessive rate. 

524. The Otto Kuehne Vinegar & Preserving Works r. Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway Company. November 10, lfK)7. Refund of $453.14 on 5 ship- 
ments of pickles from Denver, Colo., to North Topeka, Kans., on account of ex- 
cessive rate. 

525. Davis Milling Company r. Missouri Pacific Railway Company. Novem- 
ber 19, 1907. liefund of .^21.16 on shipment of flour and meal from St. Jo- 
seph, Mo., to Homer, La., on account of misrouting by carrier's agent. 

526. Cochrane Chemical Company r. Boston & Maine Railroad. November 10, 
1007. Refund of ^Irt^.-^O on 5 shipments of alum from Boston, Mass., to Ottawa, 
Ontario, on account of excessive rate. 

527. Baker & Hamilton r. Southern Pacific Company. Novonil)fT 19, 1007. 
Refund of $75 on carload of thrashers from BulTalo, N. Y., to Los Angeles, Cal., 
on account of excessive minimum carload rate. 

528. Ball Brothers (51ass Manufaoturiuff C(»mpany r. I.ake Erie & Western 
Railroad Company. November (5, 1907, Refund of $8.73 on shipment of fruit 
Jars from Industry, Ind., to Fond du I^c, Wis., on a<'.ount of excessive through 
class rate. 

629. Sunderland Brothers Company r, Chicaeo, Burlington A: Quincy Railroad 
Company. November 21, 1907. Refund of .$3.3^; on carload of sjind from I'latts- 
mouth, Nebr.. to New Market, Iowa, on account of excessive rate. 

530. Columbia RivcT Lumber Company r. Southern I\u-in(* ( rmipany. Novem- 
ber 20. 1907. Refund of $.322.14 on 5 carloads of lumber from i)oints on the 
Southern Pacific Company's lines in Orejron to Emcrj-. (/al., on account of 
excessive rate. 

531. Winnsboro r;ranite Cor]>oration r. Southern Railway Comi\iny. Novem- 
ber 23, 1907. Refund f»f .S311.'S2 on shipment of dressed granite from Rockton, 
8. C, to Tallahassee, Fla., on account of excessive rate. 
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532. W. P. rmnonn t\ Missouri Pftclfic Railway Company. Novcinber 25, 
1907. Reftind of $18 on carload of emigrant o^itfit tvom Elk City, Kans^ to 
Rush Springs, Ind. T., on awonnt of misrontlng by carrter*» agent. 

533w Barrett Manufacturing Company i:. St. Iiouls & San Francisco llailroad 
Company. Kowmber 22, 1907. Refund of $92,72 on 3 ahliitoents of pitcM ftxwn 
Ensley, Ala., to Wichita, Kans., on account of excessive througti rate. 

534. H. I. Rutli t\ Missouri Pacific Railway Company. November 26, 1907. 
Refimd of $6.48 on shipment of oak lumber from Ellington, Mo^ to Oalei^tirg, 
IIU on account of mlsrouting by caiTier's agent. 

535. Moline Wagon Cwujmny r. St. I.ouls Southwestern Railway Company. 
Koveniher 26, 1907. Refund of $0.59 on carload of oak lumber from Almyra, 
Ark., to Moline, 111., on account of mispouttng by carrier's a^ent. 

536. Lutz Brothers -r. Missouri Pa<*ific Railway Company. November 26, 
1907. Refund of $27.86 on carload of egg fillers from Independence, Kansv, to 
Glasco, Kans., on account of uiisrouting by carrier's agent. 

537. Finkbine Lumber Comi>any r, Gulf & Ship Island Railroad Company. 
November 27, 1007, Refund of $295.51 on 31 shipments of lumber from Wig- 
gins, Miss., to points in Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, Kentucky, »nd 
Missouri on account of application of Illegal rate, 

5.38. Pli. Zang Brewing Company v. Chicago, Burlington & Qnkicy Rail- 
road' Company. No>^mber 19, 1907. Refund of $5,75 on shtpiB^it of malt 
from Winona, Minn., to Denver, Colo., on account of exceesh-e through rate. 

539. National Flag Comjiany r. Southern I*aclfic Company. November 20, 
1907. Refimd of $14.58 oii 3 shipments of flags from Cincinnati, Okk), to San 
Diego, Cal., on account of uiisrouting by carrier's agent. 

540. Nevada Sulphur Conii)any v. Southern Pacific Company. November 10, 
1907. Refund of $118,32 on carload of barley from Germantown, Cal., to Hlim- 
boldt^ Nov., o!i account of excessive thi-ough rate. 

541. Utah Fuel Comi>any r. Denver & Rio Grande Railroad Company. Nov^n- 
ber 19, 1907. Refund of $26:^.49 on shipment of rails from MlimequA, Colo^ to 
Scofleld, Utah, on account of excessive rate. 

542. RosenV>auni Brothers r. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Company. Nox>ember 
22, 1907. Refimd of $6 on shipment of wheat from South Chicago, III^ to 
Bella Ire, Ohio, on account of oversight In publication of tariff. 

543. Chilhowie Milling Company i\ Norfolk & Western Railway Company. 
Novembei 25, 1907. Refimd of $44.1»6 on shipment of bulk wheat from Mercers- 
burg, Pa., to Chilhowie, Va., on account of excessive rate. 

544. J. iJeo. liCjiier Engineering Works Company v. Denver A Rio Grande 
Railroad Comi)any. November 25, 1907, Refund of $87.99 on 2 shipments of 
machinery from I^lttleton, Colo., to Terry, S. Dak., on account of exeessive 
through rate. 

545. Chanute Zinc Company i'. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ral^way Com- 
pany. November 23, 1907. Refund of $228.57 on carload of stlnc ore from 
Hanover, N. Mex., to Chanute, Kans., on account of excessive rate. 

54(>. Standard No>'elty Works i-. St. Tx>uis & Southwestern Railway Company. 
November 29, 1907. Refund of $27.85 on carload of lumber from Waldo, Ark., 
to Fort Madison, Iowa, on account of mlsrouting by carrier's agent. 

547. Roniona 0(»litic Stone Company ?\ Vandalia Railroad Company. Novem- 
ber 26, 1907. Refund of $85.59 on shipment of rough stone from Romona, Ind., 
to Beloit, Wis., on account of excessive through rate. 

548. Gibson &, Perlcy r. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Company. 
November 2.5, 1907. Refund of $1(K> on shipment of oil meal from Sioux City, 
Iowa, to ScottsblufF, Nebr., on account of excessive rate. 

549. Missis.sippi Cotton & Trading Company r. Alabama Great Southern Rail- 
road Conii)auy. Novonil»or 26, 1907. Refund of $15 on shijjment of lumber 
from (^iba, Ala., to Meridian. Mis.s., on account of uiisrouting by carrier's agent. 

550. F. S. Ilondiickson Lumber Coinpi\ny r. Missouri Pacific Railxray Com- 
pany. Dcccml)cr 1, ltK)7. Refund of $28.92 on 3 shipments of lumber from 
Vian, Ind. T., to Chicago, 111., on account of uiisrouting by carrier's agent% 

551. Florida Phosphate Mining Coriioratloii r. Seaboard Air Line Railway. 
November 25, 1907. Refund of $107.09 on steam shovel fi-om Hamlet, N. C, 
to (Trcen Ray, Fla., on account of excessive rate. 

552. John son- Wen tworth Company et al r% Northern Pacific Railway Com- 
pany-. November 19, lt)07. Refund of $278.10 on 59 shipments of lumber from 
Cloquet, Minn., to Duluth, Minn., destined for lake points, on account of over- 

sj£:Lt in publicntloii of rate schedule. 
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553. Brigf*s & C()oi>er (Vimpjiiiy (Limited) r. Michigan Contral Railroad Com- 
pany. November IN, 1!M>7. llefuiid of $142.08 on 8 carloads of lumber : 2 cars 
from Bay City, Mich., to Itock Falls, 111.; 2 cars from Saginaw, Mich., to 
Sterling, 111.: 3 cars from Saginaw, Mich., to Rock Falls, 111.; 1 car from 
Saginaw, Mich., to Moline, 111., (m account of excessive through rate. 

554. S. A. Foster Lumber Company v. Northern Pacific Railway Company. 
November IS, 11107. Refund of $14.40 on shipment of laths from Gordon Siding, 
Mont., to Hampton, Nebr., on account of excessive minimum carload rate. 

555. Cananea Consolidated (\>i>per Company v. El Paso Southwestern System. 
December 1, 1907. Refund of $84 on shipment of traction wagon from Naco, 
Ariz., to Ijordsburg, N. Mex., on account of excessive rate. 

55(>. Pillsburj'-Washbuni Flour Mills Company (Limited) r. Chicago, St. Paul, 
MlnueaiM>lis & Omaha Railway Company. November 30, 11)07. Refund of 
$40.37 on 4 carloads of flour from Minneai)olis, Minn., 3 to Peshtigo, Wis., and 

1 to Florence, Wis., on account of an error In publication of rate schedule. 

557. Cloquet Lumber Coujpany r. Great Northern Itailway Company. Novem- 
ber 10, iy07. Refund of $t>.53 on 3 shijunents of lumber from Cloquet, Minn., 
to Wiuthrop, Minn., on account of misrouting. 

558. Colorado Fuel & Iron Company r. Chicago. Burlington & Quincy Rail- 
road Company. November 10, 1007. Refund of $73.50 on shii)ment of scrap 
iron froui Pluma, S. Dak., to l*ueblo, Colo., on account of excessive rate. 

550. Ludington Salt Coini)any r. Chicago & Northwestern Itailway Company, 
November 10, 1007. Refund of $8.25 on carload of siilt from Milwaukets Wis., 
to Savage, Minn., in adjustment of excessive minimum carload charge. 

500. Northwestern Consolidated Milling Company r. Chicago, St. I*aul, Mlnne- 
aiK>tis & Omaha Railway. Company. November 18, 1007. Refund of $14.04 on 

2 shipments of flour from Minneapolis, Minn., to Bloomingtou and Lincoln, 111., 
on account of excessive through rate. 

501. Red River I^umber Comi)any r. Great NorthtTU Riiilway Company. 
November 10, 1007. Refund of $10.18 on carload of lumber from Akeley, Minn, 
to Fedora, S. Dak., on account of excessive rate. 
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